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SUMMARY
This is a s tu d y  of re lations betw een Scotland and th e  papacy
d u rin g  th e  pontifica te  of Paul I I I  (1534-49) in  the  a rea  o f ecclesiastical 
appointm ents. I t  deals w ith  the in te rp la y  of the various r ig h ts  of the
p a tro n s  in  Scotland on the  one hand and those of th e  papacy on th e  o ther.
The system of papal provision and rese rv a tio n  is examined g en era lly  
and th e  h is to ry  o f its  operation w ith in  Scotland is then  o u tlin ed . The core 
of th e  s tu d y  is an examination of the  w o rk in g  of both local pa tronage  and  
these papal r ig h ts  th ro u g h o u t the ch u rch . This deals in it ia lly  w ith  the  
e lec tive  benefices w hich a re  considered w ith in  the  fram ew ork  o f the 1487 
In d u lt  and subsequent m odifications to th a t agreem ent. S u b seq u en tly , the  
n o n -e le c tiv e  benefices, which were s u b jec t to  a d iffe re n t ran g e  o f crown,
lay  and ecclesiastical r ig h ts  and to th e  system of papal re se rv a tio n , are
an alyzed  in  detail.
The p ic tu re  presented is one in  which e ffe c tiv e  pow er in 
appointm ents la rg e ly  lay  in  Scotland. The crow n exercised a m ajor in fluence  
th ro u g h o u t the whole church , and was exten d in g  th is  th ro u g h  its  powers 
sede vacante. O ther patrons in Scotland a re  also found exerc is ing  th e ir  
pow ers extens ive ly  th ro u g h  the system  of re se rv a tio n  and provision. 
V arious devices fo r  securing  peacefu l tra n s fe rs  of possession and for  
re ta in in g  benefices w ith in  the hold o f p a r tic u la r  families a re  illu s tra te d . At 
th e  same time, th e  system generated lit ig a tio n  a t the  c u ria  on a la rg e  scale, 
and p ro v id ed  considerable o p p o rtu n ities  fo r  challengers , in c lu d in g  the  
S cottish  p ro cu ra to rs  a t Rome, to in te rv e n e  in  th e ir  own in te re s ts  in 
benefice appointm ents. Despite its grow ing pow er, the crown was unable to 
stem e ith e r  the  tra ff ic  in  benefices to Rome or the  litig a tio n  w hich  flowed 
from  th a t tra ff ic . Patrons in  Scotland had to  w ork h ard  to m aintain  th e ir  
r ig h ts  against challenges made th ro u g h  th e  system. On th e  whole however, 
and w ith  some exceptions, th e y  did so successfu lly .
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INTRODUCTION: THE SOURCES
This  s tu d y  is concerned w ith  re lations betw een Scotland and  th e  
papacy in  th e  area  of ecclesiastical patronage. I t  is an exam ination of 
the  in te rp la y  and p ra c tic a l e ffec t of two sets o f r ig h ts  re la tin g  to  
appointm ents to ecclesiastical benefices in  la te  m edieval Scotland: th e  
r ig h ts  o f th e  crown and of local patrons as these had developed  
th ro u g h  th e  la te r m iddle ages, and papal r ig h ts  of p ro v is io n  and  
re s e rv a tio n  w hich had s im ila rly  become s tro n g ly  estab lished. In  re c e n t 
y ears , w ork  has been published which gives a broad o verv iew  o f th e  
o p eratio n  of the systems o f appointm ent to these benefices in  th e  years  
p r io r  to th e  R eform ation.* The p a rticu la r fe a tu re  o f th is  s tu d y  is th a t  
i t  is  an examination in  d e ta il of the operation of these r ig h ts  th ro u g h o u t 
the  c h u rch  in Scotland d u rin g  a short p e rio d , which fo r  p ra c tic a l 
purposes covers most of the  re ign  of James V and the  reg en cy  o f th e  
earl of A rran .
Relations between Scotland and th e  papacy w ith  re g a rd  to
ecclesiastica l patronage and appointm ents have a ttra c te d  the  a tte n tio n  of
scholars, p a rtic u la r ly  since the  work of R .K.Hannay in  the 1930s. I t  has
been recognised th a t an y  study of the v a rio u s  in fluences w hich
im pacted on such appointm ents has to lab our u n d e r the  d iff ic u lty  th a t
th e re  a re  no records in  Scotland corresponding to  the  series o f b ish o p s ’
re g is te rs  in  England, whose staple d ie t is th e  reco rd  of in s titu tio n  of
* See p a rtic u la r ly , I.B .C ow an,”Patronage, p ro v is io n  and rese rvatio n : 
P re-R eform ation  Appointm ents to Scottish  B enefices”, in  
Ian.B .Cowan and Duncan Shaw (ed .), The Renaissance and  
Reform ation in  Scotland: essays in  honour o f Gordon Donaldson  
(E d in b u rg h , 1983), 75-92.
2 R .K .H annav.The S cottish  Crown and the P ap acy . (H is to rica l Association  
of S co tland ,1931); D.E.R.W att,"The Papacy and Scotland in  the  
f if te e n th  c e n tu ry ” , m  R.B.Dobson (ed.) The C hurch , Politics and  
Patronage in  the  f if te e n th  c e n tu ry . (G lo u ces te r,1984), 115-32.
c le rg y  to benefices and re la ted  m ateria l, such as resignations, the  
causes of vacancies and r ig h ts  o f p a tro n ag e . There is th u s  no 
continuous ad m in is tra tive  record  w ith in  Scotland to p rov ide  a s tru c tu re  
fo r  such a s tudy. Evidence from Scotland has to  be g rad u a lly  b ro u g h t 
to g e th e r from d ispara te  national and local sources w hich, by  th e ir  v e ry  
n a tu re , g ive an incom plete p ic tu re . A t th e  h ig h e s t levels of th e  ch u rch  -  
th e  b ishoprics, d ig n ities  and some m onastic houses -  many o f the  
records  are  availab le  to  g ive a t least a  g e n era l p ic tu re . The d iffic u lties  
increase as the  exam ination moves to  th e  much la rg e r num ber of 
prebend s and parish  churches fu r th e r  down th e  ch u rch  h ie ra rc h y .
Fo rtu n a te ly , because of the  specia l re la tio n s h ip  which developed  
betw een the ch u rch  in  Scotland and th e  papacy, th e re  a re  records  
w hich do p rov ide  the  v ita l a d m in is tra tive  core to such a s tu d y . The lack  
of a prim ate in  Scotland u n til 1472 m eant th a t  Scottish c lerics  had a 
d ire c t r ig h t  o f access to the Roman cu ria . Together w ith  the  
developm ent of papal r ig h ts  of re s e rv a tio n  and provision , th is  meant 
th a t much business re la tin g  to ecclesiastica l appointm ents w en t to Rome. 
The creation  of two archb ishoprics  in  th e  la te r  f ifte e n th  c e n tu ry  
appears  to have made re la tiv e ly  l i t t le  d iffe re n ce . The tra d itio n  was 
s tro n g ly  established and, in  any case, these  papal r ig h ts  continued to 
app ly: as a re s u lt, the  tra ff ic  to Rome co n tin u ed . This is re flec ted  in  the  
vario u s  papal re g is te rs , w here S cottish  e n tr ie s  are  d isp ro p o rtio n ate ly  
la rg e  compared w ith  o th e r European c o u n tries .
This s tu d y  is la rg e ly  based on these  papal records, supplem ented
b y  th e  m ajor p rin te d  Scottish sources. T h e y  p ro v id e  the  on ly  continuous
ad m in is tra tive  reco rd  re la tin g  in te r  a lia  to  ecclesiastical appointm ents fo r
the  Scottish church  as a whole. T h e y  too have th e ir  d isadvantages,
since th e y  are  based on the papal r ig h ts  o f re se rv a tio n  and provision
3 P.M .Sm ith,Guide to  Bishops* R egisters  o f E ngland and Wales.
(London, 1981 ),ix.
w hich did not app ly  to a ll benefices a t a ll times; as we shall see,
how ever, th ey  did cover a w ide ran g e  o f circum stances and b ro u g h t a
massive volume of tra f f ic  to  the  cu ria . I t  was the  awareness of the g re a t
va lu e  of these records w hich  prom pted th e  Ross Fund Committee o f th e
U n iv e rs ity  of Glasgow to  bu ild  on th e  p ioneering  w ork o f D r.A nn ie
I.D un lop  by estab lish ing  a program m e in  1961 to id e n tify  and m icrofilm
th e  Scottish en tries  in  th e  Vatican A rch ives , and th is  s tudy is based on
th e  a u th o r’s own w ork as p a r t  o f th a t program m e.^
Of these reco rd s , th e  re g is te rs  o f supplications are  p a r t ic u la r ly
im p o rtan t because th e y  a re  "a complete collection and -  a p a rt from
c le rica l e rro rs  -  a fa ith fu l re p ro d u ctio n  o f a ll the signed o r ig in a l
petitions."®  As a re s u lt, th e y  p ro v id e  a v a s t amount o f d e ta il on th e
claims of ind iv iduals  fo r  benefices, couched -  since th e y  w ere documents
designed to convince the  c u ria l o ffic ia ls  o f th e  r ig h t  of an in te re s te d
in d iv id u a l -  in  p artisan , as well as leg al, term s. I t  should be borne in
mind too th a t the g ra n tin g  of a p e titio n , in d ica ted  by the  sanction
Concessum  i f  signed by  th e  V ice -C hancello r, o r F ia t i f  by the  Pope,
sim ply gave a grace of r ig h t  to the  p e titio n e r. I t  did not ensure  th a t
th e  ob jective  desired b y  the  sup p lican t would autom atically be achieved.
In d eed , a fea tu re  of th e  supplications is th e  num ber of g ran ts  made fo r
th e  same benefice to d if fe re n t  p e titio n ers : th e  g ran ts  them selves c rea ted
a f r u i t fu l  source fo r litig a tio n . For c e rta in  confirm ation o r o therw ise  of
th e  e ffec ts  o f any p e titio n , we need to  look elsewhere.®
^ A p re lim in ary  re p o rt o f th e  w ork  u n d e rta k e n  d u rin g  the 1960s was 
given in  I.B .C ow an,"The V atican A rch ives: a re p o rt on p re ­
reform ation Scottish  m ateria l" SHR. x lv iii (1969),227-242. Since  
then, the  program m e has been com pleted.
5
Calendar of Scottish S upplications to Rome. 1418-22. ed .E .R .L indsay  
and A.I.Cam eron (SHS,1934), x iii.
A valuable discussion of the  procedu res  su rro u n d in g  the  subm ission  
and acceptance of supp lications and to th e  various form s of 
supplications is p ro v id ed  b y  D r.A .I.D u n lo p  in  CSSp .i. 
In tro d u c tio n .x i-xxv .
Some of th e  add itional evidence can be found in  th e  re g is te rs  o f 
papal le tte rs . The two series of re g is te rs  of bu lls  a re  much less  
complete th an  those of supplications. M any p e titions  w ere n e v e r followed  
up by co rresp o n d in g  bulls; some re g is te rs  have been lost. T h ere  is also  
extensive evidence o f o rig in a l bulls w hich a re  e x tan t b u t w hich do not
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appear to have been reg is te red . The absence of an y  reco rd  of a papal
le t te r  in  th e  tw o series, the Vatican and L a te ran  R eg isters  (th e  la t te r
begun as th e  le t te rs  o f the  "Roman" popes d u rin g  th e  G rea t Schism ),
does not n ecessarily  mean th a t no such bu ll e v e r existed . W here a le t te r
is re g is te re d , how ever, i t  does p ro v id e  evidence o f th e  p e tit io n e r ’s
cause h av in g  been c a rried  fu r th e r  down the  road  to achievem ent,
thoug h not b y  a n y  means to guaranteed  success.
Two fu r t h e r  sets of Vatican reco rd s  have also been used
extens ive ly  in  th is  research. The series of R esignationes  and of
Consensiy both  o f which consist of res ignations in  fa v o u r o f a th ird
p a r ty , p ro v id e  valuab le  b ack -u p  to  the many res ig n a tio n s  recorded  in
the supp lications. Secondly, the fin an c ia l records  of th e  papacy help to
p ro v id e  a fu lle r  p ic tu re  th ro u g h  the  O bbligazion i p e r  s e rv iz i communii
th e  records  o f th e  promise to pay common serv ices , due on consistoria l
benefices, and th e  corresponding reco rd s  fo r  n o n -co n s is to ria l benefices,
the A nnate , re c o rd in g  the  paym ent o f f i r s t  f ru its  o r annates.
The Vatican  documentation is c r it ic a l not on ly  because o f its  scale,
b u t p a r t ic u la r ly  because of th e  lig h t on ly  i t  can cast on th e  system o f
re se rv a tio n  and provis ion . But these reco rd s , on th e ir  own, te ll on ly
p a r t  o f th e  ta le . This examination o f th e  operatio n  o f th e  appointm ents
system has also made use of a num ber o f p r in te d  S cottish  source
m aterials. The ro y a l le tte rs  and the re g is te r  of th e  p r iv y  seal in
p a rtic u la r  a re  o f special value in  p ro v id in g  evidence o f th e  operation  of 
n
L.Boyle, A S u rv e y  of the Vatican A rch ives  and of its  m edieval
h o ld in g s . (Toronto , 1972),105. This p ro v id es  both  b ib lio g rap h ic a l 
and more g en era l guidance on a ll the  re le v a n t V atican  records.
r ig h ts  o f crow n p atronage  w ith in  Scotland, and enables th is  s tu d y  to  
pro v id e  a fu lle r  p ic tu re  of the outcome of the  cases discussed, 
especially  w here th e re  was litig atio n  between r iv a l claim ants.
The s tu d y  p ivo ts  round the vario u s  r ig h ts  o f p a tro n s  and th e  
papacy, w hich both have a h is to ry  o ver severa l cen turies . I t  is to  th is  
h is to ry  th a t we should f i r s t  tu rn  to p ro v id e  the  necessary b ackg ro u n d  
to the  exam ination of th e ir  operation in  deta il.
CHAPTER 1 
PROVISION AND RESERVATION
The system of papal provision had its  roots  in  the m id -tw e lfth  
c e n tu ry , in  the  p ractice  adopted by th e  popes of in te rv e n in g  to  
o b ta in  the  g ra n t o f a benefice fo r a p a r t ic u la r  c le rk , usually  a 
member of the  cu ria . In it ia lly  such in te rv e n tio n s  took the  form  of 
recom m endations, b u t these ra p id ly  gave w ay to o rd ers . The T h ird  
L a te ran  Council o f 1179, however, m arks th e  f i r s t  form al stage in  the  
developm ent of th e  system of provision , in  a decree which stated th a t  
p ro v is io n  to an ecclesiastical office was to  pass to the next h ig h er  
a u th o r ity  in  the  h ie ra rc h y  if  a p a tro n  fa ile d  to f i l l  the  vacancy  
w ith in  a p a rtic u la r  time. Thus, i f  a b ishop fa iled  to f i l l  a vacant 
benefice in  his diocese w ith in  six months of the  vacancy o ccu rrin g , 
th e  archb ishop was to do so; if  local p re la te s  fa iled  to f ill  a vacancy, 
th e  r ig h t  to do so devolved to the pope. T h is  decree re flec te d  the  
in flu en ce  of c u rre n t ideas of papal a u th o r ity , associated p a rtic u la r ly  
w ith  In n o cen t I I I ,  who established th e  g e n era l p rin c ip le  which  
u n d erp in n ed  the  ideas of papal p ro v is io n  and reservation : the
p le n itu d o  po tes ta tis  w hich was the d o c trin e  o f th e  u n iv e rs a l power of 
th e  pope ’set in  the middle between God and man, less than  God b u t 
g re a te r  th an  man*, and e ffe c tive ly  gave th e  papacy the r ig h t  to
 ^ The sources fo r  th e  f i r s t  p a rt of th is  c h a p te r  are: G.Mollat, Let.tres 
Communes de Jean X X II I  (1316-34). In tro d u c tio n . La Collation  
des Benefices Ecclesiastigues a L ’Epooue des Panes d ’Avignon  
(1921); G .B arraclough, Papal P rovis ions (O xford , 1934); D.Hay, 
Europe in  the fo u rtee n th  and f if te e n th  c e n tu rie s  (London,
1966); W .E.Lunt, Papal Revenues in  th e  M iddle  Ages (New Y ork, 
1934); C.H.Law rence (ed .), The E ng lish  C h u rch  and the  Papacy  
in  the M iddle Ages (London, 1965); J.A .F .Thom son, P.Qpes and  
Princes 1417-1517: Politics and P o lity  in  th e  la te  M edieval
C hurch (London, 1980).
confer a benefice on a p a rtic u la r person w ith o u t th e  agreem ent of, 
and even  against the w ishes of the o rd in a ry  co lla to r. In  the  e a rly  
th ir te e n th  c en tu ry , th is  power was used o n ly  in appo in ting  to
in d iv id u a l benefices. The decreta l L icet E cclesiarum . prom ulgated by  
Clement IV  in  1265, was an im portant fu r th e r  developm ent in  two  
ways. I t  was the f ir s t  specific  statem ent o f th e  r ig h t  o f p len itu d o  
p o tes ta tis  in  re la tion  to appointm ents to benefices, a lthough the  
pow er had been exercised fo r many years. I t  was also the  f i r s t
extension o f the  th e o ry  to whole classes of benefices, thus adding  
the  concept of general reservatio n  -  capable  o f considerable  
expansion -  to th a t of p rovision .
The decre ta l rese rv ed  to the papacy th e  p ro v is io n  o f churches, 
d ig n ities , ch ie f offices and o th er benefices whose ho lders died a t the  
Holy See, I t  was s tated  th a t th is  was an estab lished  custom,
a lth o u g h  the  evidence to prove th is  is lacking .
Th is  constitu tion  was not rig o ro u s ly  o b served . G radually , 
how ever, the  power of genera l reservatio n  was extended to cover
o th e r groups of benefices. Boniface V I I I ,  b y  the constitu tion  
P raesenti of 1295, reserved  the  benefices of leg ates  and apostolic  
nuncios d u rin g  th e ir  mission, and those of a ll people coming to or 
going from  the Holy See who died w ith in  two d a y s ’ jo u rn e y  of the  
cu ria . He also decreed th a t benefices of ’c u r ia le s ’ who took ill a t  
c o u rt, w ere  unable to  tra v e l w ith  the co u rt and d ied, regard less  of 
th e  d istance from  the location of the c u ria  a t th a t  tim e, should also 
be re s e rv e d . The term  'c u ria le s ’ included not o n ly  papal o ffic ia ls  b u t 
also c le rg y  in  residence a t the papal co u rt to tra n s a c t business.
2
I  have been g re a tly  assisted in  e lucidating  po in ts  o f deta il in  the  
co n stitu tions  extend ing  papal rese rvatio n s  by  correspondence  
w ith  Michael Haren, ed ito r of the C alendar o f Papal L e tte rs .
In  1305, Clement V specified  the classes of benefices which  
w ould be regarded  d u rin g  his p o n tifica te  as being vacan t apud  
curiam  i f  the  holders died a t or w ith in  two d a ys ’ jo u rn e y  of the  Holy 
See. These included p a tr ia rc h a l, arch iep iscopal and episcopal sees, 
m onasteries of w hich the  heads w ere norm ally  e lected, p rio ries , 
c a th ed ra l d ign ities , o ffices, canonries and p reb en d s, churches w ith  or 
w ith o u t the  cure of souls, of w h a tev e r k in d . Much of th is  
c o n stitu tio n , Etsi in  tem poraliu in ,. sim ply rep ea ted  the p rin c ip les  of 
e a r lie r  reservatio n s , presum ably  so th a t th e re  would be no room fo r  
a  p lea of ignorance. These had not, how ever, spec ifica lly  mentioned  
p a tr ia rc h a l, archiepiscopal o r episcopal benefices, though in  p ractice , 
popes had regarded  these as being rese rved . A t some unknow n date, 
Clem ent also reserved  to his prov is ion  benefices vacan t b y  death or 
cession, w h e re v e r these occurred , of card in a ls , papal chaplains, 
p o n tifica l o fficers  and apostolic nuncios. To these w ere added  
benefices vacant by  re g is tra tio n , tra n s fe r  or exchange a t the  
Apostolic See or in  the  hands of the pope, and those benefices  
vacated  because th e ir  holders had rece ived  consecration as bishops 
a t the  Holy See.
John X X II accepted a ll the genera l re serva tio n s  made by his 
predecessors. In  th e  constitu tion  Ex debito  of 1316 he took a 
fu r th e r  step. This re se rv ed  all benefices, m ajor or m inor, w hich lost 
th e ir  holders by deposition o r d ep riva tio n , res ig n atio n  in  th e  hands  
o f the  pope or by  p rovis ion  or tra n s fe r  to an o th er benefice. This  
co n stitu tio n  was a re a l extension of the  concept of apud  curiam  in  
th a t most of these circum stances could o n ly  arise  as a re s u lt of 
d ire c t papal action and m ight also occur fa r  from  the cu ria . I t  also 
stated  th a t a ll benefices vacated  by  the re cep tio n  of consecration o r  
bened iction  by his predecessor, Clement, a t the Holy See, or 
anyw here  else or by an y  o th e r method, and no t disposed of by him,
would be included in his papal re se rv a tio n . Up to th a t time, the  
r ig h ts  of o rd in a ry  collators had not been much th rea ten ed . The 
extensions of the notion of ap u d  curiam  contained in these  
re se rv a tio n s , however, g re a tly  increased the  num ber of vacancies. 
F or example, many bishops held more th an  one benefice p r io r  to  
consecration and these now fe ll in to  the n e t of reservatio n s . John  
also tig h te n e d  up some details o f the  system . G regory X, fo r  
example, had allowed o rd in a ry  collators to  f i l l  re se rv ed  benefices not 
disposed of w ith in  a month of voidance. Th is  was stopped by the  
*non obstan te ’ clause of Ex debito . F u rth e rm o re , in  th e  constitu tion  
Execrabilis  of 1317, John, in  an a ttem p t to tack le  th e  problems of 
plura lism , fo rb ad e  accumulation of benefices w hich re q u ire d  papal 
dispensation to  be held in p lu ra lity . Those benefices which w ere  
res igned  as a re s u lt of th is  constitu tion  w ere th en  re se rv ed  to papal 
disposal. Despite the a p p aren t s tric tn ess  of th is  ru lin g , many 
dispensations from it  were, in time, g ra n te d . A ll in  all, how ever, 
John’s p o n tifica te  g rea tly  increased the  possib ilities  fo r  papal contro l 
o ver th e  disposal of benefices.
With these p rescrip tions , the  system of papal reservatio n  was 
v ir tu a lly  complete. V ery  few genera l categories appeared to have  
been om itted from  the papa] net. At the same time, how ever, the fa c t  
th a t these general reservations  o ften  ap p ear to o verlap  w ith  those  
made by  predecessors argues some w eakness in  the  system. Benedict 
X II  tr ie d  to  close loopholes le f t  by e a r lie r  constitu tions; in  1335, he 
re s e rv e d  to the  papacy the disposal of benefices vacated by the  
death an yw h ere  of aud itors  of causes in  th e  apostolic palace in  
add ition  to the  categories of o ffic ia ls  whose benefices were a lread y  
re s e rv e d , and also of rectors  and tre a s u re rs  of th e  C hurch appointed  
by him self o r p rev io u s ly  by John X X II. U rb an  V, in  1362, rese rved  
the  benefices, w h erever th ey  fe ll vacan t, o f papal collectors and
d e p u ty  collectors. U rban  also made a g en era l re s e rv a tio n  of a ll 
p a tr ia rc h a l, archiepiscopal and episcopal churches  exceeding the  
value  o f 200 flo rin s  an n u a lly , and o f a ll m onasteries o f men exceeding  
the  va lu e  o f 100 flo rin s  a yea r. In  the  fo llow ing c e n tu ry , M artin  V 
ra ised  th e  value lim it fo r  m onasteries to 200 flo r in s , possibly in  
response to  conciliaris t p ressure . These lim its w ere  also followed by  
his successors, Eugenius IV  and Nicholas V, a lth o u g h  la te r  in the  
c e n tu ry , a  re tu rn  to the 100 f lo r in  lim it fo r  m onasteries seems to  
have o ccu rred . This group of benefices -  th e  c a th e d ra l churches  
and th e  m ajor monasteries -  w ere  presum ably classed to g e th e r as a  
group because th ey  w ere w hat was known as co n sis to ria l benefices. 
This t it le  explained th e ir  common ch arac te ris tic : th e  appointm ent o r  
confirm ation  o f th e ir  holders was to be made b y  th e  Pope ’according  
to custom in  his Secret C o n s isto ry ’ , th a t is, in  th e  conclave of
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C ardinals. Lesser benefices, w hich did not re q u ire  confirm ation of 
th is  k in d  w ere  regarded  as non-consistoria l. In  ad d itio n , G regory X I 
re se rv ed  benefices vacated b y  en tran ce  into  a re lig io u s  o rd e r. One 
fu r th e r  s ig n ific a n t developm ent o f the system o f papal rese rva tio n  
was also established in  the  f ifte e n th  cen tu ry . Th is  was th e  concept 
of th e  re se rv a tio n  of months w hich became one o f th e  ch an cery  ru les  
u n d er Nicholas V. U nder th is , benefices which fe ll  v ac a n t in  certa in  
months w ere  reserved  to papal disposition, w h ile  fo r  th e  rem aining  
months th e y  w ere a t the  fre e  disposition of o rd in a ry  p a tro n s . There  
was some v aria tio n  in  the  o p eratio n  of the re se rv a tio n : in  Scotland, 
fo r  example, the months norm ally  available to  th e  o rd in a ry  w ere  
M arch, June, Septem ber and December.^
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A .I.Caraeron, The Apostolic Camera and Scottish B enefices. 1418-1488  
(O xford , 1934), x iii.
^ St. A ndrew s Form ulare 1514-46, ed. G.Donaldson and  C.Macrae (S ta ir  
Society, 1942-4), i, no. 193.
T h e re a fte r, the  system in th e o ry  rem ained the  same, a lthough
both before  and a fte r  G regory X I, th e o ry  and p ractice  could d iffe r
w idely . These claims of the papacy w ith  re g ard  to p rovis ion  and
rese rv a tio n  were not com pletely accepted th ro u g h o u t Europe since
th e y  th rea ten ed  ro ya l and o ther secu lar r ig h ts  of patronage. In
England, fo r  example, such opposition was form ulated in  the s ta tu tes
of P rovisors  of 1351 and Praem unire o f 1353. In  practice , Edw ard I I I
had b y  diplomatic means a lread y  secured  e ffe c tive  co n tro l o ver
appointm ents to bishoprics and estab lish ed  a w orking  compromise
w ith  th e  papacy o ver those to o th e r m ajor benefices w hich on the
whole operated  e ffe c tiv e ly  so fa r  as th e  crow n was concerned. The
sta tu tes  were p rim a rily  the re s u lt  o f p a rliam en ta ry  p ressu re  and,
a lthough th e y  did lim it papal p rov is ions in  the  la t te r  p a r t  of the
c e n tu ry , th e y  w ere p rim a rily  usefu l to  th e  k in g  as a po ten tia l weapon
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in  his dealings w ith  the pope. In  th e  f ifte e n th  c e n tu ry , th is
p a tte rn  of re lationships continued unchanged , w ith  the sole exception
of M artin  V ’s unsuccessful a ttem pt betw een 1419 and 1426 to  obtain
the  abolition of the  S ta tu te  of P ro v iso rs . The crown, i f  a n y th in g ,
s tren g th en ed  its  hold over episcopal appointm ents, w hich  was
in creas in g ly  taken  fo r  granted  despite  periods of royal weakness and
the ensuing tu rb u len ce . At the  same tim e, the v a lid ity  o f papal
\
a u th o rity  was not re a lly  questioned, and papal ju r is d ic tio n  in
W .A.Pantin, The English C hurch in  th e  F o u rte e n th  C en tu ry
(Cam bridge, 1955), 65-70, 76-98; W .A .Pantin, 'The F o u rteen th  
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benefice appointm ents continued to be exercised and accepted
7
th ro u g h o u t th e  church .
In  F ran ce  and Germany, the s ituation  was s lig h tly  d if fe re n t  in  
th a t ro ya l r ig h ts  had not p rev io u s ly  been asserted so fo rm a lly  as in  
the English  s ta tu tes . Similar tendencies were how ever a t w ork  in  
these c o u n tries , and these were s tren g th en ed  by th e  agreem ents  
made a t the  Council o f Constance, w here  papal re serva tio n s  f ig u re d  
in  the lis t o f areas  fo r  reform . The concordats w ith  th e  F ren ch  and  
German nations, prom ulgated in  1418, reduced the ran g e  o f papal 
reserva tio n s , a lth o u g h  the  nominal benefic iaries of th is  w ere  the
chapters  and o rd in a ry  collators ra th e r  th an  kings and p rin ces . A t a 
time when th e  conciliar movement was a lread y  in  decline , the  
Pragm atic Sanction  of Bourges, o rda ined  in 1438, accepted the  
reform s of th e  Council of Basel and abolished papal re s e rv a tio n s  in  
France. These concordats essentia lly  p rov ided  the p o te n tia l fo r  
th re e -c o rn e re d  d isputes between th e  crown, the papacy and local 
in te res ts . In  p ra c tic e , French k ings found the Pragm atic Sanction a 
usefu l weapon in  negotiations w ith  th e  pope and ig n o red  i t  a t  o th e r  
times. Louis X I revoked  i t  tw ice in  1461 and 1472, re fle c tin g  the  
w orking  agreem ent which developed between the k in g  and the  
papacy, w hich in  p ractice  e ffe c tiv e ly  excluded the in flu en ce  of 
o rd in a ry  co lla to rs  and operated in  much the same way as th e  ta c it
u n d e rs tan d in g  betw een the papacy and English k ings. A lth o u g h  the
revocations on both occasions w ere subsequently  ab ro g a ted , i t  is 
clear th a t by  th e  end of the  c e n tu ry , the  French crow n had contro l 
of appointm ents to m ajor benefices, and th a t both ecclesiastica l 
independence and papal in fluence w ere of minor s ig n ifican ce  in
 ^ F.R.H. du B oulay, 'The F ifteen th  C e n tu ry ’ in  C .H .Law rence (e d .), The  
E ng lish  C h u rch  and the Papacy in  the Middle Ages (London,
1965), 220-227.
France. In  Germany, the  p ic tu re  is ra th e r  more confused. A fte r the
healing o f the  Great Schism, a period  of g en era l su p p o rt fo r  the
conciliar reform s was followed by a declaration  of n e u tra lity  between
the pope and council by th e  e lecto rs , a  po licy  also followed b y  the
em peror. The d is like  of papal policies in  Germ any was, however,
dem onstrated in  the  A cceptatio  o f Mainz in  1439, which la rg e ly
accepted th e  reform s of th e  Council o f Basel as th e  Pragm atic
Sanction had done in  France. The C oncordat o f V ienna of 1448 in
th e o ry  d iv id ed  collations betw een th e  pope and o rd in a ry  collators,
w ith o u t ass ign ing  an y  r ig h ts  to th e  secu lar ru le rs , b u t i t  is c lear
th a t th e  Em peror and p rin ces  ra p id ly  estab lished  e ffe c tiv e  dominance
over o rd in a ry  collators and gained an in creas in g  hold over
o
appointm ents to m ajor benefices w ith in  th e ir  lands.
T h ro u g h o u t Europe, th e re fo re , from  th e  end of the  fo u rteen th  
c e n tu ry  onw ards, the system o f papal re s e rv a tio n  and provision, 
w h ils t rem ain ing  operational, was e ffe c tiv e ly  being eroded. The 
papacy came to accept a rrangem ents  w hich gave k in g s, princes and  
magnates th e  dominant in flu en ce  in  m aking appointm ents to benefices  
while g en era lly  leaving  its  nominal a u th o r ity  unchallenged. The 
effec tiveness  of the system was fa ta lly  w eakened b y  the  actions of 
the A vignon papacy and by  the  G reat Schism: th e  papacy lost its  
u n iv ers a l c h arac te r d u rin g  its  residence in  F ran ce , and the u n ity  of 
Christendom  was sh atte red  b y  th e  G reat Schism. The increasing  
fin an c ia l demands of the popes, necessitated  b y  d w ind ling  resources, 
made th e  system of papal re s e rv a tio n , to  w hich these demands were  
lin ke d , in c re a s in g ly  unpopular. The a u th o r ity  of th e  popes in Europe  
was w eakened in  succession b y  th e  G reat Schism, th e  adm itted ly
o
D.Hay, Europe in the  fo u rte e n th  and f i f t e e n th  c en tu rie s  (London,
1966), 295-8. J.A.F.Thom son, Popes and P rinces 1417-1517 
(London, 1980), 145-65.
tem p o rary  rise  of the  conciliar movement, and the  invo lvem ent o f the  
papacy in  the  in te rn a l politics of Ita ly  in  the  f ifte e n th  c e n tu ry .
I I
In  Scotland, th e  effects  of these developm ents have no t y e t  
q
been fu lly  analyzed . A general rev iew  of the  evidence fo r  the  
perio d  from  the  accession of James I  in  1424 to th e  In d u lt  o f 1487, 
how ever, suggests th a t the same s p ir it  of uneasy co -o p eratio n  was to  
be found in  re la tions  between the Scottish  k ings and the  papacy as 
elsew here in  Europe. This leaning tow ards co -o p eratio n  was perhaps  
more u n d ers tan d ab le  g iven  the special re la tio n sh ip  of th e  Scottish  
ch u rch  w ith  Rome p r io r  to 1472. There was indeed a c e rta in  tension  
in the  re la tio n sh ip  in  v iew  of the fac t th a t crow n and pope had 
d iv e rg e n t in te re s ts  in  term s of both a u th o r ity  and finance, and th e re  
w ere several d isputes between them, bu t these tended  to be the  
re s u lts  of special circum stances and should be seen a t least p a r t ly  in  
th is  context, ra th e r  th an  in  terms of a continuous s tru g g le  betw een  
the  papacy and th e  Scottish crown. I t  was a re la tio n s h ip , how ever, 
in  w hich th e  crown essentia lly  had the u p p e r hand and, as a re s u lt, 
ro ya l contro l o ver appointm ents to m ajor benefices s tre n g th e n ed  
th ro u g h  the f if te e n th  c en tu ry  as happened in  o th e r European  
countries .
The papacy, how ever, could and did ta k e  ad van tag e  o f periods
of ro y a l w eakness to exercise its  a u th o rity . M artin  V, fo r  example,
encouraged recourse  to  Rome a fte r  1418. I t  was th is  a c t iv ity  w hich
stim ulated James I  to  endeavour to cu rb  th e  scale o f t ra f f ic  to  Rome 
q
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a ris in g  from  the  system of reservations by  re s tr ic t in g  the exp o rt of 
money and only allow ing c lerical communication w ith  Rome by ro ya l 
licence in  a series of acts of parliam ent. In  these, he created  the  
offence of " b a r ra try ” , the  un law fu l and u n au th o rised  p u rs u it  of 
prom otion or emoluments by "purchase". In  p rac tice , how ever, th is  
leg is la tio n  was d iff ic u lt  to enforce and e ffe c tiv e ly  lay  dorm ant. From  
th e  c ro w n ’s po int of v iew , i t  was perhaps  seen more as a usefu l 
weapon to assert its  a u th o rity  when necessary  th an  a policy w hich  
was con tin u a lly  pursued . The d ispute betw een James I  on the one 
hand and both M artin  V and Eugenius IV  on th e  o th e r in v o lv in g  the  
ro y a l chancellor, Bishop John Cameron o f Glasgow, and William  
C ro yser, archdeacon of Teviotdale, an in v e te ra te  b e n e fic e -h u n te r a t  
Rome, may have been one of p rin c ip le  re la tin g  to th is  leg is latio n , or  
may have been more the re s u lt of C ro y s e r’s pers is tence  in  seeking  
and ob ta in ing  form al papal assertions of a u th o r ity  to bo ls ter his own 
a c tiv itie s  a t the curia . But w ith  M artin  a t least, the  end re s u lt was 
compromise which le f t  the leg islation in tac t; w h e th e r the  same re s u lt  
could have been achieved w ith  Eugenius is u n c e rta in  because James 
was m urdered before the issue was concluded. Before his death , 
opin ion in  the Scottish church on the m erits  o f ro ya l policy may have  
been d iv id ed , and he may have lost a c e rta in  am ount of ecclesiastical 
s u p p o rt by, fo r example, a rra ig n in g  C ro yser before  a secular co u rt. 
In  an y  case, papal r ig h ts  of re se rv a tio n  and provis ion  w ere not 
challenged  in  the period  of royal weakness fo llow ing  James’s death.
A s tu d y  of th e  re la tionsh ip  based p r im a r ily  on the  evidence of 
ro y a l leg is lation  m ight suggest th a t fin an c ia l m otives w ere a t the ro o t 
of th in k in g  on both sides. This, how ever, is on ly  p a r t  of th e  s to ry . 
As w ith  o th er European powers, i t  is l ik e ly  th a t  ro y a l a u th o r ity  was 
also reg ard ed  by the  crown as being a t stake: th e  pow er o f ideas of 
k in g sh ip  and of em erging nationalism should no t be u n d e rra te d . A t a
low er level, too, i t  was the grow ing pow er of the la ity  and th e
a u th o rity  of local fam ilies in p a rtic u la r  w hich were challenged b y
papal claims. The n a tu re  of the financ ia l elem ent in  the s tru g g le  may 
also have been m isunderstood. I t  is questionable w hether the  crown  
was undu ly  w o rried  by the amount of money going to Rome
specifically  in prom otion taxes. A lthough th is  was undoubted ly  p a r t
of the in tention  of th e  system of re s e rv a tio n  and provision a t th e  
time, the sums w hich actu a lly  w ent to  Rome in these fees w ere
considerab ly  sm aller th an  those promised. More money probab ly  w en t 
to  the  cu ria  in  the  form  of the litig a tio n  costs of the many d ispu tes
which arose from  th e  claims of re se rv a tio n . Royal action in  th e
fifte e n th  c e n tu ry  was th e re fo re  aimed a t try in g  to cut ou l th^ r iv a l  
claimants fo r benefices who caused such litig a tio n . James I ,  as has 
been seen, insisted  th a t no c le rk  should go o r send his p ro c u ra to r  
overseas 'b u t special le if  o f our lorde the k in g  ask it and o b te n y t.’ ^  
The fac t th a t th e re  w ere  s till many d isputes o ver benefices, how ever, 
suggests th a t the crow n was not e n tire ly  successful in ach iev ing  th is  
a im .^  On the papal side, severa l claim ants fo r  any benefice enabled  
the pope both to m aintain  his claim to the r ig h ts  of rese rva tio n  and  
provision , and also to obtain  fin an c ia l b en efits  from the ensu ing  
litig a tio n  fees. Thus the tw in  problem s of a u th o rity  and finance
concerned both sides in  the  d ispute and, u n til some compromise was 
reached on both these issues, the tension, how ever dominant, betw een  
the  crown and the  papacy was bound to continue.
The num ber o f cases concerning benefices of all k inds w hich  
w ere heard a t Rome m ight suggest th a t the  papacy was g iven  ample
10 W.C.Dickinson e t a l, A Source Book of Scottish H istory  (E d in b u rg h , 
1958), ii, 84.
^  See CSSR, i and CSSR, ii,  passim , fo r  examples of petitions from  
various claim ants fo r  benefices.
o p p o rtu n ity  to assert its  a u th o rity . N everthe less  an examination o f
such cases makes it  c le a r th a t, by the 1430s, the  e ffec tive  voice in
12most ecclesiastical appointm ents was Scottish ra th e r  than papal.
A lthough th is  view is based on the evidence fo r  the early  f if te e n th
c e n tu ry , i t  seems u n lik e ly  th a t an exam ination of the evidence fo r th e
p erio d  up to the In d u lt  o f 1487 w ill a lte r  th is  general conclusion. I f
th is  is correct, it  suggests  th a t, having a lre a d y  e ffec tive ly  obta ined
contro l over major appointm ents, the crow n was now seeking th e
recognition  of its a u th o r ity  by the  papacy and the decline in
litig a tio n  which it  m ight expect would follow th is  form al recognition o f
ro y a l and local a u th o rity . James I I ’s demands fo r  the confirm ation o f
his r ig h ts  of p resen ta tion  to a ll benefices in  ecclesiastical p a tronage
d u rin g  episcopal vacancies, w hich had been accepted by the bishops
in  1450 and ra tified  by  th e  p ro v in c ia l councils of the 1450s, suggest
a concern on the p a r t  o f the crown w ith  th e  form al recognition of 
13ro y a l au th o rity . S tu d y in g  the  evidence from  the other p o in t o f 
v iew , the records fo r  th e  1420s and 1430s suggest th a t it  was v e ry  
u n lik e ly  th a t a papal p ro v id ee  would secure a benefice w ith o u t  
ap p ro va l in  Scotland as w e l l .^  I t  is also tru e , however, th a t papal 
provision  was often sought by a holder appo in ted  in Scotland a f te r  
possession had been gained *de fac to ’. Th is  form al ra tifica tio n  o f a 
t it le  was p rim arily  in te n d e d  to obtain  g re a te r  secu rity  of possession  
and also, in  some cases, a reductio n  in  th e  cost of litig atio n  a t Rome 
w hich m ight re s u lt from  inadequate  legal back ing  fo r  the possession. 
The holders may have hoped to avoid such litig a tio n  a lto g eth er and
12 See CSSR. iii, In tro d u c tio n , xv.
“J O
See G.Donaldson, ’The r ig h ts  of the S cottish  Crown in episcopal 
vacancies’, SHR. x lv  (1966), 27-35; also personal communication  
from Professor Donaldson to P rofessor I.B.Cowan.
^  See CSSR. iii, In tro d u c tio n , xv.
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on some occasions may have been successful. But, in  many cases,
th is  action must only have reduced th e  num ber or persis tence of
o th e r claimants. In  ad d ition  to the  legal fees th u s  in c u rre d , such
litig a tio n  o ften  invo lved  th e  cost of b u y in g  o ff  r iv a ls  w ith  pensions
from  the  fru its  of the  benefice. Many of th e  litig an ts  indeed can
o n ly  have hoped fo r  pensions obtained b y  th is  means w hen th e y
15challenged the  holder o f a benefice.
In  the  re ig n  of James I I I ,  the d isputes betw een the crow n and  
th e  papacy came to a head, in itia lly  o v e r a group  of consisto ria l 
benefices, the  m ajor m onasteries, w hich th e  ru les  of ch an cery  had
1 fi
re s e rv e d  to the  papacy. These ru les , w h ich  a ffec ted  w h at th e  
Scots called ‘fre e  e lec tio n ’, by which th e y  e ffe c tiv e ly  meant s tro n g  
ro y a l and baronial in fluence  o ver appo in tm ents  and no papal 
in te rfe re n c e , had not caused serious d isputes  in  James I I ’s re ig n . In  
1466, how ever, Pius I I  deposed H enry  C rich to n  abbot of Pais ley, fo r  
n on-p aym en t of a pension to the C ard inal o f S t.M a rk ’s, re se rv ed  th e  
abbacy and th en  p ro v id ed  P atrick  Graham, Bishop of S t.A ndrew s in  
commendam. The motive behind th is  is u n c lear; to w hat e x ten t i t  can  
be a ttr ib u te d  to Graham ’s desire to hold such a benefice along w ith  
his b ishopric  or to papal in te rve n tio n  a t a tim e of u n c e rta in ty  as th e  
Boyds w ere ta k in g  pow er. At any ra te , crown and p arliam en t 
responded w ith  leg is latio n  against the  p u rch ase  of benefices in  
commendam and the e xp o rt of money. H av ing  fo rced  the  res ig n a tio n  
of Graham and the  re s to ra tio n  of C richton in  1469, the p ressu re  was 
m aintained by fu r th e r  acts fo rb id d in g  th e  im p etra tio n  of benefices  
u su ally  confirm ed w ith in  Scotland and, in  1471, b ran d in g  those who  
sought abbeys a t Rome as tra ito rs . W hether the e levation  of
15 See CSSR. m , In tro d u c tio n , xx.
See an te , p. 10
St.Andrew s to m etropolitan s ta tu s  which followed th is  leg is lation  was
a papal response to these w arn ings  in itia ted  by the personal
ambitions of P atrick  Graham o r, as has re ce n tly  been suggested, a
papal response to a re q u e s t from  James I I I  as he reached his
m ajo rity  and sought to estab lish  his hold on the ch u rch , is a m atter 
1 7fo r  debate. In  any case, i t  was the k in g ’s wishes w hich w ere
even tu a lly  satis fied . A lthough Graham was also p ro v id ed  in
commendam to  A rb ro a th , his m ental in s ta b ility  soon led to the
appointm ent of William Schevez as coad ju tor and successor and the
subsequent d ep riva tio n  of Graham.
Sixtus IV , how ever, lik e  his predecessors, a ttem pted to
exercise his a u th o rity  when Scotland was p o litica lly  unstab le  in the
1480s by using his powers of p rov is ion  to o v e rtu rn  nominations to
bishoprics made in Scotland. Provisions to both Glasgow and D unkeld
18were made in th is  way in  1483; the re fu sa l o f the  papacy to release
William E lph inston e’s bulls  fo r  th e  bishopric o f Ross in 1481 and the
delay in  re leasing  those fo r  A berdeen in  1483 because of his fa ilu re
to pay the  common services due from  his predecessors may ind icate  a
19fu r t h e r , exercis ing  of papal pow er. A lthough one of these d isputed  
appointm ents may re fle c t dissension between James I I I  and the Duke 
of A lbany, i t  was p r im a rily  the  anger aroused in Scotland by the  
actions of the  papacy seizing  th is  moment of ro y a l weakness to make 
episcopal appointm ents and delay o thers w ith o u t concern fo r  ro ya l
wishes w hich encouraged th e  crown and a less a u th o rita r ia n  pope,
17 J.A.F.Thomson, 'Some new lig h t  on the elevation  of P a trick  
Graham ’, SI1R. xl (1961), 83-88; D.E.R.Watt, 'The Papacy and  
Scotland in  the F ifte e n th  C e n tu ry ’, 123-126.
18 J.A.F.Thom son, 'In n o cen t V I I I  and the Scottish C h u rc h ’, IE , xix 
(1968), 23-25.
19 L.J .M acfarlane, William E lnhinstone and the Kingdom of Scotland  
1431-1514 (A berdeen, 1985), 79,131; J.A.F.Thomson, 'In n o cen t V I I I  
and the  Scottish C h u rc h ’ IR , xxix (1968), 23-25.
In n o c e n t V I I I ,  to consider the need to fo rm alize  the  re la tio n sh ip  
betw een them.
The In d u lt of 1487 was the re s u lt  o f the  negotiations w hich  
20fo llow ed these disputes. This sta ted  th a t  papal p rovision  to
co n s is to ria l benefices, namely to c a th e d ra l churches and to  
m onasteries of g re a te r value  than 200 flo r in s  a u r i  de camera, would  
be delayed fo r e ig h t months to allow James and his successors to  
s u g g est an acceptable ho lder fo r each benefice. Throughout th e  
f i f te e n th  c en tu ry , th e re  had been almost no challenge to royal co n tro l 
o v e r appointm ents to bishoprics; now in  1483, th e re  were two in  
q u ick  succession and the papacy showed l i t t le  in c lin a tio n  to w ith d raw  
w hen challenged. These disputes re p res e n te d  a serious b reak  w ith  
custom ary  practice  and a rea l challenge to ro y a l a u th o rity . The  
In d u lt  was e ffe c tiv e ly  the  Scottish vers io n  o f the  e a rlie r  agreem ents  
made b y  the Popes w ith  o th e r European ru le rs . The crown above a ll 
estab lished  in  w ritin g  its  r ig h t to have its  recommendations heard  
and in  a ll p ro b a b ility  accepted w ith  re g a rd  to  these m ajor benefices, 
th u s  re -e s ta b lish in g  on firm e r ground its  a u th o r ity  in appointm ents  
to b ishoprics , tem p o rarily  challenged in 1483; the  monasteries w ere  
p ro b a b ly  included because of e a rlie r  d ispu tes  over them. In  
a d d itio n , the crown i f  i t  wished was assured  of the tem poral 
reven u es  from the vacancies fo r these e ig h t months: in p rac tice , 
how ever, the Scottish k ings usually  nom inated candidates q u ite  
q u ic k ly  because g re a te r financ ia l b e n e fit could be obtained b y  
ta p p in g  the  s p iritu a litie s , which w ere  w o rth  more than  th e  
tem pora lities , fo r pensions. The papacy in  its  tu rn , while fo rm ally  
acknow ledging the re a lity  of ro ya l a u th o r ity , ob ta ined  confirm ation of
20 F o r the  tex t, see H erkless  and Hannay, A rchb isho ps , i, 157-8; see 
also J.A.F.Thomson, 'In n o cen t V I I I  and th e  Scottish C h u rch ’, 23 - 
31.
its  own r ig h ts  of p ro v is io n , and th u s  secured papal r ig h ts  to the
promotion taxes, w ith  the  added advantage th a t long vacancies and
subsequent delays in  paym ent w ere u n like ly . Thus both th e  crow n
and the papacy, h av in g  settled  the  issue of a u th o r ity  fo r  the
immediate fu tu re , concentrated  more on the  financ ia l gains w hich
21m ight be obta ined from  the  new s ituation .
The In d u lt  had not sp ec ifica lly  committed In n o c e n t’s
successors, b u t th e  Scottish crown acted on the assum ption th a t i t
did. James IV ’s governm ent in form ed Alexander V I th a t  th e y
intended to have i t  observed and also proposed to make th e  In d u lt
cover a ll e lec tive  benefices and not on ly  consistorial benefices. This
would w iden th e  scope of the cro w n ’s in fluence, since e lec tive
benefices -  those to  w hich the  holders w ere elected by  members of
the re lig ious com m unity concerned -  included not o n ly  the
consistorial benefices, b u t also heads of lesser re lig ious houses, the
holders of m ajor a d m in is tra tive  offices in monasteries, and deans in
cathedra l churches. A t the  same time too, the In d u lt had on ly  been
concerned w ith  papal r ig h ts  of p rov is ion  and royal a u th o r ity . I t  had
not dealt w ith  the  genera l r ig h ts  o f reservatio n , and it  was these
rig h ts  which s tim ulated  the  passing of benefice litig a tio n  and th u s  of
money from Scotland to Rome. In  p ractice , i t  is c lear th a t the
various e a r lie r  acts o f parliam ent w ere being evaded and th e re  was
22lit t le  d im inution in  th e  amount o f litig a tio n  a fte r  1487. I t  has been  
pointed out th a t new devices such as res ig n atio  in  favorem
21 For a g en era l comment on th is , see CSSR. iii, In tro d u c tio n , x iv -x x i;  
I.B .Cowan, 'P a tronage, P rovision and R eservation, P re -  
Reform ation Appointm ents to Scottish  Benefices’, in  Ia n  B.Cowan 
and Duncan Shaw (ed .), The Renaissance and Reform ation in  
Scotland: essavs in honour of Gordon Donaldson (E d in b u rg h , 
1983), 76.
22 This is c lear from  an examination of the  supplications of Clem ent 
V I I ’s p o n tific a te  by M r T.Sm yth.
23e ffe c tiv e ly  lim ited vacancies and th e  r ig h ts  of patrons. I t  has not, 
how ever, been recognized th a t th is  was a tw o-edged  device: it also 
lim ited the  effectiveness of papal r ig h ts  of re se rv a tio n . Nevertheless, 
the governm ent was s u ffic ie n tly  concerned to re in tro d u ce  the system  
of crown licence fo r those w ish ing  to seek benefices a t Rome. This  
may have been no more than a p u re ly  form al ac t and i t  c e rta in ly  had 
l it t le  e ffe c t.2^ Licences w ere occasionally sought and g ran ted , but in  
most cases, petitions were made w ith o u t any a ttem p t to obtain such 
ro ya l approva l.
In  general, the In d u lt  was m aintained th ro u g h o u t James IV ’s
re ig n . With the  weakening of ro y a l a u th o r ity  a fte r  Flodden, how ever,
th e re  w ere some attem pts w ith in  Scotland a t e lection w ith o u t crown
licence. In  1518, fo r example, th e  canons of D ry b u rg h  and Scone
attem pted to  elect abbots w ith o u t ro ya l perm ission. The D ry b u rg h
25canons w ere prosecuted and p u t to  the horn , and the royal
advocate claimed th a t the Scone election was ag a in s t the k in g ’s
nn
p riv ile g e . An election was la te r  made to the abbacy of Coupar
Angus w ith o u t crown licence. The abbot of Melrose, as commissary- 
general of the C istercians in Scotland, confirm ed th e  election at the  
time, b u t in  1524 he was p ro b ab ly  forced  to annul th is  confirm ation. 
The o ffen d in g  monk, A lexander Spens, was p u t to the horn fo r  
p u rsu in g  his tit le  to the abbacy and was charged  to  renounce his
r ig h t .27
23 R.K.Hannay, ’The Scottish Crown and th e  P apacy’ , 10; Source Rook, 
ii, 89.
24 ADCP. In tro d u c tio n , xlix, Source Book. 89-90; I.B .Cowan, ’Patronage, 
P rovis ion  and Reservation in P re-R eform ation  Appointm ents to 
Scottish Benefices’, 82-83.
2  ^ ADCP. In tro d u c tio n , lv; ib id . 130-131.
26 ACDP. 113.
27 ADCP. In tro d u c tio n , lv; ib id . 197; S t.A ndrew s Form ., i, 55-56; Spens 
was p u t to the horn, 17 Oct. 1526 (ADCP. 252).
More im p o rtan t th an  this native d isp lay  of independence from
ro y a l a u th o rity  was th e  policy adopted by Leo X, ta k in g  ad van tag e  of
the  confused po litica l s ituation  a fte r James IV ’s death. The deta ils  o f
the  provis ion  to S t.A ndrew s f ir s t  of Leo’s nephew, C ard inal Cibo,
28th en  of A ndrew  Forman a re  not of concern. What is s ig n ific a n t is 
th a t, despite  th e  form al agreem ent in the  In d u lt  which seemed to  
have f in a lly  estab lished  a re la tionsh ip  w hich gave the crown a firm  
hold on appointm ents to m ajor benefices, the  papacy was re v e r t in g  to  
e a r lie r  f if te e n th -c e n tu ry  practice and seizing  the  o p p o rtu n ity  o f 
p o litica l weakness to assert its  claim to p ro v id e  to  such benefices  
w ith o u t re g a rd  to ro y a l recommendations helped by a c o u n te r­
recom m endation by  r iv a l au th o rities  in  Scotland. Claims to th e  p r io ry  
of W hithorn and th e  abbacy of A rb ro a th  w ere also p u t fo rw a rd  a t  
Rome. Leo’s po licy th rea ten ed  both ro ya l a u th o rity  and ro y a l
finance. The R egent A lbany was determ ined to w in th is  s tru g g le . In
29Jan u ary  1519, Leo cap itu la ted , confirm ing the  In d u lt  in  p e rp e tu ity .  
The fo llow ing y ear, he was also compelled to annu l all p ro v is io n s  
made in  breach of th e  In d u lt and sp ec ifica lly  to preclude  fo r  the
fu tu re  any dealings in  prelacies by res ig n atio n s  in favorem  made
30w ith o u t crown licence d u rin g  the 8 months fo llow ing th e ir  voidance. 
Albanjr made a form al act of obedience to the  pope only a fte r  he had 
obtained th is  reco g n itio n  of royal a u th o rity . The a u th o rity  o f the  
governm ent in  re la tio n  to  the church  increased  u n d er A lb an y ’s ru le  
betw een 1515 and 1524. In  1515, the  lords of Council allowed him to  
u p lif t  the  s p ir itu a lity  o f vacant b ishoprics  and abbacies, a pow er
28 Herkless and H annay, Archbishops, ii, 73ff. 
29 James V L e tte rs . 68.
29 ADCP. In tro d u c tio n , li.
specifically  renounced by James I I  in 1450.3  ^ A lbany kept
St.Andrew s vacan t fo r tw e n ty -s e v e n  months and Dunkeld fo r tw e n ty -
fo u r to get maximum financ ia l ad van tag e  from  th is  arrangem ent. By
1523, the pope had been forced to g ra n t him th is  r ig h t  because he
32was powerless to p re v e n t him ta k in g  it . In  1526, an Act of
Parliam ent spec ifica lly  claimed th a t 'nom ination ’ p erta in ed  to the king; 
th is  is symptomatic of the grow ing  confidence of the Scottish  
governm ent.33
This was the  s trong  position w hich was in h e rited  by James V 
when he escaped from the contro l o f Angus in 1528 and took personal 
charge of a ffa irs . The fin a l stages in  the grow th of ro ya l power 
came in  the  1530s. The developm ents o ccurred  essentia lly  fo r  two 
reasons; on the  one hand, James V w ished to assert his a u th o rity  
over the ch u rch  as his predecessors had done, and on the o th er, by 
the  late 1520s, the chronic  fin an c ia l d iffic u lties  of the crown
desperate ly  req u ire d  solution. 3  ^ In  th is  serious economic cris is ,
James was able to use special circum stances in  Europe and the  
relig ious policy of H enry V I I I  in  Eng land  to good e ffe c t in obta in ing  
concessions from the Pope. Papal pow er was seriously weakened by  
the spread of Lutheran ism  in Germ any and subsequently  by the Pope 
fa llin g  into the  hands of the Em peror fo llow ing the  Sack of Rome in
1527. More im portan t s till, the  g ra d u a l moves in England tow ards
31 G.Donaldson, 'The r ig h ts  of th e  S cottish  Crown in  episcopal 
vacancies’, 33.
32 ADCP, In tro d u c tio n , l i i i ,  191; R .K .Hannay, Scottish Crown and the  
Papacy » 11.
33 Source Book.. 90.
34 For the reasons fo r these p a rtic u la r  d iffic u lties , see W .Stanford  
Reid, 'C lerica l taxation: th e  S cottish  a lte rn a tiv e  to dissolution of 
the m onasteries, 1530-1560’. Catholic H istorical R eview , xxxv 
(1948), 130-133; J.Wilson F erguso n , 'James V and the  Scottish  
C h u rch ’, m  T.K.Rabb and J .E .S iegel, Action and conviction in  
e arlv  modern Europe (P rin ce to n , 1969), 54.
b re a k in g  aw ay from Rome culm inated in the A ct o f Suprem acy of 1534,
w hich made H enry V I I I  Suprem e Head of the C hurch  of England, and
35w hich f in a lly  cu t the lin k  w ith  the papacy. In  th is  s ituation , the
popes w ere in  a position to o ffe r  litt le  more th an  token  resistance to
James’s requests . The Scottish k ing  exp lo ited  Clement V I I ’s
d iffic u ltie s  f i r s t  of a ll to obtain  papal ap p ro va l fo r  his policy of
c le rica l taxation , notab ly  in  1531 and 1532. He was not com pletely
successfu l in  v in d ica tin g  th e  long-claim ed r ig h t  o f ro y a l p resen ta tion
sede vacante  to benefices in  ecclesiastical p a tro n ag e , accepted by  the
S cottish  ch u rch  in 1450. An appeal in 1531 ag a in s t the  exercise of
th is  r ig h t  in  the case of a mensal church  be long ing  to D unkeld led
not on ly  to  a p ro tes t by c le rica l members of the  council, b u t also to
papal p re ss u re  th ro u g h  the  nuncio, S y lv e s te r D arius. As a re s u lt, in
the 1532 parliam ent, the  custom ary in itia l a c t fo r  th e  conservation  of
the lib e rt ie s  of the ch u rch  was more precise and e laborate than
usual, and the  nuncio was c a re fu l to obtain a c e rtif ie d  copy of the  
37act. A nother lo n g -s tan d in g  source of com plaint was the  num ber of
benefice d isputes which w ere called im m ediately to  Rome. In  1532,
James secured from the Pope th e  r ig h t  to a p p o in t c le ric a l ju dges  to
hear such cases in the f i r s t  place in Scotland, th o u g h  the r ig h t  of
38appeal to Rome rem ained. As w ill be seen, p le n ty  of such d isputes  
did pass a t some stage, to Rome, so the  e ffec tiven ess  of th is  measure  
may have been small. F in a lly , in 1535, Paul I I I ,  faced w ith  th e
35 The e ffe c t of the English  Reform ation on S cottish  a ffa irs  is
examined in  Charles S tew art, 'James V and th e  Reform ation in  
E n g lan d ’, The S te w a rts , xi (1962), 240-272.
33 W .S tanford  Reid, 'C lerica l taxatio n ’, 129-153.
37 ADCP. l i i,  379; R.K.Hannay, The College of Justice  (E d in b u rg h ,
1933), 55-56.
38 ADCP, lii; C .S tew art, 'James V and the  Reform ation in  E ng land ’ , The  
S te w a rts , xi (1962), 246-7.
defection of H enry V I I I ,  was determ ined to re ta in  the a llegiance of
th e  Scots a t almost any p rice , and th e re fo re  made the most im p o rtan t
concessions dealing w ith  the  provisions of the In d u lt. On 7th M arch,
he exp lic itly  recognized  th e  ius  nom inandi, the  r ig h t  of nom ination, a
ra th e r  firm er sta tem ent of w hat had been the p riv ile g e  of
recommendation. He d id  manage to re s is t James’s p ressure  to be
allowed to take both th e  tem poralities  and th e  s p iritu a litie s  as A lbany
had done, and the b u ll o n ly  allowed the  crow n the  tem poralities , b u t
39i t  g ran ted  th is  r ig h t  fo r  a fu ll year. ' A fu r th e r  bu ll, c le a rly  
associated w ith th is  la s t p rov is ion , extended the e ig h t months of th e  
In d u lt  to tw e lve .4^ A symbolic token of th e  Pope’s desire to p re v e n t  
Scotland following th e  English  path  was the  presentation  by Paul to  
James of the cap and sw ord blessed b y  th e  pope a t Christm as of th e  
follow ing y e a r,4 '*' These g ra n ts  determ ined the  re la tionsh ip  betw een  
th e  Scottish crown and th e  papacy p a rtic u la r ly  w ith  re g a rd  to the  
m ajor benefices u n til th e  Reform ation, co verin g  in  one way or a n o th er  
almost all the questions w hich  had been a t issue between them since  
1400. The power of th e  crown was firm ly  established and the e x ten t 
to which papal claims w ere  tran s la ted  in to  re a lity  had become sm aller.
With reg ard  to n o n -e lec tive  benefices, the scope of papal 
rig h ts  could be v a r ie d , since the papacy could delegate these to an  
in d iv id u a l fo r a spec ified  time. D uring  th is  period, fo r example, 
Clement V II  g ranted  William S tew art, bishop of A berdeen, the r ig h t  to  
p resen t to benefices in  th e  church  of A berdeen d u rin g  his life tim e in
39 R.Keith, Church and S ta te , i, 461-4; Eng lish  summary in James V 
L e tte rs . 285.
^  ADCP. 466, E n try  fo r  23 Feb. 1538. N e ith e r th is  bu ll nor th a t o f 7 
March 1535 has been found in  L a te ran  o r Vatican Registers: 
th ey  may be am ongst those bulls  w hich w ere lost.
4  ^ James V L e tte rs , 328; C .B urns, 'Papal g ifts  to Scottish monarchs: 
the Golden Rose and  the  Blessed S w ord ’ , IB» xx (1969), 181-3.
the a lte rn a te  months beginning in  F e b ru a ry , thus v a ry in g  th e  months
42established in  th e  f ifte e n th  c e n tu ry . Sim ilar r ig h ts  w ere g ran ted
to his successor, William Gordon, in  1545, to Robert Caincross, bishop
of Ross, in  1541, and A ndrew  D u ry , bishop of Galloway, in  1 5 4 3 .^
Paul I I I  also g ran ted  David Beaton an in d u lt on 4 F e b ru a ry  1539,
g iv ing  him th e  r ig h t  to con fer benefices w hich w ere  a t his
disposition as co ad ju to r of S t.A ndrew s, commendator of A rb ro a th  and
bishop of M ire p o ix .^  More s ig n ific a n tly , follow ing a long series of
requests  from  James V dating  back to the  late 1530s, Paul I I I  was
fin a lly  p ersuaded  b y  th e  scale o f th e  th re a t from E ngland to ap p o in t
Beaton as leg ate  a la te re  to  the  kingdom of Scotland on 30 Jan u ary
1544.^° The C ard in a l was g iven  extensive powers w ith  re g a rd  to
benefices, em bracing  the r ig h t  to  make provisions to th e  lesser
benefices how ever th e y  fe ll vacant and regard less  of p a tro n ag e , and
to m onasteries up to the  value of 2000 ducats. The g ra n t d id not,
how ever, in c lu d e  the  g re a te r pre lacies w ith  reg ard  to w hich Beaton
him self asked th e  Pope to adhere  to the requests  o f the  earl of
A rra n , by now G overnor of the  kingdom , a move w hich p resum ably
ind icated  a measure of co -operation  between the C ard in a l and the
46G overnor w ith  re g a rd  to ecclesiastical appointm ents.
All th is  suggests a g rad u al s h ift  in  contro l o f appointm ents to  
the lesser, as w ell as the g re a te r, benefices tow ards Scotland. A t
A4? I.B .Cowan, ‘Patronage, prov ision  and re s e rv a tio n ’, 83.
^  Gordon on 8 Oct. 1545 (Reg. Supp. 2497, f.234v ); C a irncross on 28 
May 1541 (Reg. Supp. 2426, f,178v ); D u ry  on 23 N o v .1543 (Reg. 
Supp. 2497, f.234v ).
^  Reg.Vat. 1694, f . 67-69; S t.A .Form .. ii, 426
^  LP H en rv  VTTT. xix, p t 1, no.75; PRO State Papers, 49 /7 ; PRO 3 1 /1 0 -  
14/113.
^  M .H .B .Sanderson, C ard inal of Scotland, David Beaton c. 1494-1546  
(E d in b u rg h , 1986), 118.
the same tim e, much power s till lay  in  th eo ry  w ith  the  papacy and  
th is  p o te n tia lly  p ro v id ed  scope fo r  continued tra ff ic  in  benefices to 
Rome.
The m ajor form al agreem ents between the crow n and the  
papacy in  the  p rev io u s  h a lf-c e n tu ry  had been concerned, how ever, 
w ith  the  consis to ria l benefices. I t  is a p p ro p ria te , th e re fo re , to  begin  
th is  exam ination of ecclesiastical appointm ents by s tu d y in g  the  
highest offices in  th e  ch u rch , the  bishoprics.
CHAPTER 2 
THE BISHOPRICS1
Papal in flu en ce  in  making appointm ents to th e  im p o rtan t 
Scottish  benefices had been much w eakened by  the  fa ilu re  of Leo X ’s 
a ttem p t to assert his a u th o rity  against A lbany. The b u ll o f M arch  
1535 was essen tia lly  a form al recognition by the  pope of an exis ting  
s itu atio n  w hich he rea lized  it  was im possible to challenge in  normal 
circum stances. This recognition  made i t  less lik e ly  th a t the papacy  
would in  fu tu re  challenge the crown in any appointm ents to  
bishoprics.
A s tu d y  of such appointm ents th ro u g h o u t the 1530s and 1540s
ind icates  th a t th e re  is no evidence th a t th e  papacy ever successfu lly
p ro v id ed  a candidate  o f its  own. On the  o th e r hand, looking f i r s t  a t
the  re ig n  of James V, th e re  were c e rta in ly  occasions when th e  k ing
was e ith e r unsuccessfu l in  getting  his own nominee p ro v id e d , o r
a p p a re n tly  did not become involved in  the  appo in tm ent to a
p a rtic u la r  b ishopric . An example of the  f i r s t  of these is fo u n d , fo r
2
example, in the diocese of the Isles in  1529. James V named James 
S tew art, abbot of D ry b u rg h  and a member o f the  Lennox fam ily , fo r  
the  benefice on 1 Novem ber 1529, asking  th a t he be allowed to re ta in  
D ry b u rg h  and also o b ta in  the  m onastery o f Iona  in com men dam. The 
ex is ting  ho lder, John Campbell, had been unconsecrated  fo r  seventeen  
years  because he had not followed up th e  papal s ig n a tu re  w hich  he
1 Much of the  source m ateria l fo r  th is  c h a p te r has been c ited  in
D.E.R.W att, F asti Ecclesiae Scoticanae M edii A evi (S t A ndrew s, 
1969), J.Dowden, Bishops of Scotland (Glasgow, 1912). I  have  
repeated  c e rta in  re feren ces  g iven  in  these w orks w here  
circum stances w arra n te d  but, in g en era l, re feren ces  to o r ig in a l 
sources have on ly  been made w here  th e  source has not a lre a d y  
been c ited  in  these w orks. See also, fo r  th is  c h ap te r,
M.Mahoney 'The  Scottish H ie rarch y  1513-1625’, Essavs on th e  
Scottish R eform ation , ed. D.McRoberts (Glasgow, 1962), 39-84.
 ^ F a s ti. 204-5; Dowden, Bishops. 291-292.
had obta ined g ra n tin g  him the see. John had p re v io u s ly  res ig n ed  in  
fa v o u r of F a rq u h a r Farquhard son  fo u rteen  months e a r lie r , b u t the  
k in g  said th a t th is  was now to be d is reg ard ed  as Campbell re g re tte d
o
th e  res ig n atio n . How ever, James’s re q u es t was not g ran ted  on th is  
occasion. F a rq u h a rd , who was a monk of Iona , a u n iv e rs ity  g rad u ate  
and, p erhaps  most s ig n ific a n tly , an illeg itim ate  member o f th e  Maclean  
fam ily , was papally  p ro v id ed  on 17 F e b ru a ry  1530.4 In  May, he was 
g ran ted  th e  tem pora lities  of the see and of the  annexed abbacy of 
Iona  by the  k in g . John Campbell f in a lly  res ig n ed  his r ig h t  in  th e  
b ishopric  on 17 May 1532, being allowed to re ta in  some of the  
revenues  of the  see. I t  is not certa in  w h at ro le , i f  an y , Clement V I I  
played in  th e  re je c tio n  of James S tew art. The most lik e ly  exp lanation  
is th a t i t  was v e ry  lit t le  and th a t the res ig n atio n  and tra n s fe r  w ere  
p rim a rily  caused by  a changing balance of pow er between fam ilies on 
the  w estern  seaboard. In  any case, b y  1532 James was a p p a re n tly  
satis fied  w ith  the  p ro v is io n  of F arq u h ard  and he sought fo r  him the  
r ig h t  to  w ear episcopal vestm ents despite  the fa c t th a t he was a 
re g u la r  c leric .
There  is one o th e r occasion when ro y a l schemes do not appear
to have w orked  ou t as o rig in a lly  p lanned. In  1532, the  re la tiv e ly
poor b ishopric  o f A rg y ll was held by R obert M ontgom ery, son of the  
o
e arl o f E g lin ton . On 16 May, James V w ro te  to  Clement V I I  s ta tin g
3 James V L e tte rs . 162-3.
4 Reg. Vat. 1428, f.334 -35 .
 ^ RSS. ii, no.685.
® Bull o f confirm ation  is dated 5 Nov. 1534 (Reg. Vat. 1741, f .2 1 2 -  
212v ).
 ^ 20 Feb. 1532. (James V L e tte rs . 209). F a rq u h a rd  h im self p e titio n ed  
fo r  the p r iv ile g e  on 5 December 1534 (Reg. Supp. 2158, f.9 3 ).
3 F a s ti. 27; Dowden, Bishops. 389-90.
th a t R obert w ished to  re s ig n  the  see because th e  reven u es  w ere
in ad eq u ate  and instead w ished to obtain a pension from  it . He
th e re fo re  asked th a t th e  pope would prom ote David Beaton, the
com m endator o f A rb ro a th , to the  bishopric since he could m aintain
q
th e  see from  the  f ru its  o f his o th e r benefices. The o rig in s  o f th is  
u n lik e ly  tra n s fe r  a re  unknow n, a lthough i t  may lie  in  some 
arran g e m e n t planned b y  Beaton o r perhaps even  James him self. In  
an y  case, noth ing  fu r th e r  came of the  scheme. The records  o f the  
p o n tific a te  o f Clement V I I  may g ive some in d ica tio n  as to  w h e th e r th e  
pope had much, i f  a n y th in g , to  do w ith  th e  abandonm ent o f th e  
proposal, a lthough  th is  again  appears v e ry  u n lik e ly  in  th e  l ig h t  o f 
o u r know ledge of the re s t of James’s reign .
These b ishoprics w ere p e rip h era l, poor and re la tiv e ly  
in s ig n ific a n t and, even i f  James took some in te re s t in  appointm ents to  
them, he was possibly not o v e r ly  concerned w ith  th e  outcome of his 
in te rv e n tio n . He w ould, how ever, be g re a tly  concerned w ith  the  
d estin atio n  of the  m ajor sees. I t  is s u rp ris in g  th e re fo re  th a t David  
B eaton’s succession to the  a rch b ish o p ric  of St. A ndrew s, the  see held  
b y his uncle, James Beaton, seems to have been c a rr ie d  out w ith o u t 
an y  reco rd ed  ro yal n o m i n a t i o n . B e a t o n  was appoin ted  co ad ju to r  
and successor to  his uncle w ith  the r ig h t o f succession before  5 
December 1 5 3 7 .^  T h ere  ap p ear however to be no s u rv iv in g  le tte rs  
of nom ination of any k in d  from  James V, nor has a b u ll o f p ro v is io n  
been reco rd ed  in  the re g is te rs  of bulls. T h a t the  pope made th e  
appoin tm ent is confirm ed b y  a b u ll of 12 J a n u a ry  1538 addressed  to  
Beaton w hich states th a t 'we fo rm e rly  co n stitu ted  you c o -a d ju to r  to
9 James V L e tte rs . 223.
10 F a s ti. 298; Dowden, B ishops. 41-2.
Eubel, H ie ra rch ia . iii,  108, w here the appo in tm ent is described as 
being made, in Camera Apostolica.
12James, archb ishop  of St. A ndrew s’. I t  cannot be doubted, also,
th a t  th e  k in g  was agreeable  to Beaton’s prom otion: a lthough  his
re la tio n s  w ith  James Beaton were not h appy , he was c e rta in ly  on
c o rd ia l term s w ith  his nephew a t th is  time. In d eed , the  poor
re la tio n s h ip  between James V and the  ageing  archb ishop would
su g g est th a t the  k in g  m ight have been p a r t ic u la r ly  anxious to ensure
th a t  James Beaton’s successor was someone com pletely acceptable to
him. Crown nominations to coad ju torsh ips  occur in  o th e r Scottish
13dioceses around th is  time, so the absence of an y  ro ya l reco rd  of
s u p p o rt cannot be due to his appointm ent being made w hile  his uncle
was s till a live . In  the absence of any evidence to the c o n tra ry , the
p o s itive  evidence of James’s good re la tions w ith  D avid Beaton and the
k in g ’s strenuous e ffo rts  subsequently  to  ob ta in  f i r s t  a card in a la te
and th e n  leg atine  powers fo r him, th e re  can be no d o u b t th a t James
su p p o rted  his e levation. ^
The quest to obta in  the c a rd in a l’s h a t fo r  Beaton was
successfu l in  1538, p ro b ab ly  due more to the in flu en ce  of the F ren ch
15k in g  th a n  th a t of the  Scottish k in g , b u t the  second o b je c tiv e  was
less eas ily  fu lfille d . James’s strong  appeals to his contacts in  Rome
1 fiin  th is  cause p ro b ab ly  had financ ia l o rig ins: a legate  a la te re  in
Scotland would obviate  the  need to re fe r  the  fe u in g  of ch u rch  lands  
to  Rome fo r  confirm ation w ith  the p o s s ib ility , thoug h s lig h t, o f
12 Reg. Vat. 1694, f .4 -4 v .
13 C o ad ju to rs  in  Aberdeen in  1545, and O rkn ey  in  1523 ( F a s ti. 4,
253).
For James’s appeals to  Rome, see James V b e tte rs . 349-52, 358, 377, 
384, 400, 405, 422.
^  G ran ted  20 December 1538 (Reg. Vat. 1694, f.6 3 -6 5 );
M .H .B.Sanderson, C ard inal of Scotland. D avid  Beaton, c .1494- 
1546. (E d in b u rg h , 1986), 67.
S ee ab ove, p .25.
re je c tio n  w ith  the resu ltin g  red u ctio n  in  ro y a l a u th o r ity , and would
17stop money leaving Scotland fo r  the Holy See in  fees. A legate  
w ith  pow er to make appointm ents to benefices w ould also hold out the  
p o s s ib ility  o f a reduction in  th e  num ber of d isputes  going to Rome 
and in  th e  outflow  of money associated w ith  th a t a c t iv ity . I t  was not 
u n til a f te r  James’s death, how ever, th a t David Beaton fin a lly  received
1 o
th e  leg atesh ip , in  1544.
E ven  in  these cases w here ro ya l wishes w ere th w a rte d , th ere  is
no evidence th a t papal nominees w ere p ro v id ed  ins tead  as happened
a fte r  F lodden, o r indeed th a t th is  was w hat e ith e r  Clement V I I  o r
Paul I I I  w ere  seeking. In  one case, how ever, th e re  is some indication
of th e  e x ten t of papal aims w ith  re g a rd  to appo intm ents to episcopal
benefices. When William S te w a rt was p rov ided  to th e  see of Aberdeen  
19in  1532, Clement V II  tr ie d  to obta in  a pension from  the fru its  of
th e  b ishopric  fo r Sixtus Zucchellus, s ec re ta ry  to the  C ard inal of
Ancona. The pope fa iled , how ever, to achieve even  th is  re la tiv e ly
20modest financ ia l ob jective . T h ere  is no fu r th e r  evidence of e ith e r  
Clem ent or Paul I I I  t ry in g  to obta in  fin an c ia l b e n e fit in  th is  way  
when b ishoprics fe ll vacant and it  th e re fo re  seems u n lik e ly  th a t th e y  
re g a rd e d  i t  as a p a rtic u la r ly  e ffe c tive  m anoeuvre.
The norm established in  the  f if te e n th  c e n tu ry  was essentia lly  
th a t ro y a l nominees w ere p ro v id ed  to vacan t b ishoprics . Royal power 
in  th is  a rea  was fu r th e r  s tren g th en ed  by  the  In d u lt  and the bu ll of 
1535, and only  a t times of p o litica l u n c e rta in ty  was i t  not w holly  
e ffe c tiv e . James V in h e rite d  th is  contro l, and a s tu d y  of the kind  of
17 St. Andrew s R entale. x x v i-x x v ii.
See above, p.28.
19 Easfcl, 4; Dowden, Bishops. 139-41.
20 James V L e tte rs . 218, 220, 225, 227, 229-30.
men appointed  by him g ives an ind ication  of how he used episcopal
appointm ents as an arm  of ro ya l policy. One of his nominees was,
f i r s t  of a ll, of ro ya l blood. On 13 Septem ber 1529, A lexander S te w a rt,
th e  illeg itim ate  son of th e  duke of A lbany, was g iven  papal p ro v is io n
21to  th e  b ishopric  of M oray  a fte r  ro ya l nom ination. James indeed
sought even h ig h e r a u th o r ity  fo r  A lexander when he asked fo r  his
appoin tm ent as legate a la te re  in  1527 and as both legate and
c ard in a l in  1530.22
A nother S te w a rt who was elevated  to the  episcopate was
prom oted fo r  a d if fe re n t reason, namely to p ro v id e  an income fo r  a
ro yal o ffic e r of state. William S tew art, son o f S ir Thomas S te w a rt o f
M into, who was appoin ted  to the b ishopric  o f A berdeen in 1532, was
s erv in g  the  k in g  as T re a s u re r  and, in  p a rtic u la r , had s u p p o rte d
23James’s policy of c le ric a l taxation. He was nominated to th e
24
b ishopric  by the  k in g  on 22 M arch 1532 and g ran ted  th e
9 Rtem pora lities  two months la te r . I t  was a fe a tu re  of James’s p o licy
th a t he o ften  g ran ted  th e  tem poralities o f a benefice to his nominee
26before  papal p rov is ion  was g iven.
The fin e s t of James’s appointm ents was th a t of an o th er ro y a l
s e rv a n t, R obert Reid, to th e  see of O rkn ey , fo r  whom p ro v is io n  was
27
sought on 5 A p ril 1541. A p art from  his diplomatic s erv ice  on
21 F a s ti. 217; Dowden, B ishops. 169-71.
22 James V L e tte rs . 138-9 , 164.
22 M .Mahoney, 'The S cottish  H ie ra rc h y ’, 1513-1565’, 50.
24 James V L e tte rs . 217.
25 RSS. iii, no. 1281.
For a discussion o f th is , see below, p .41.
27 James V L e tte rs , 423; see also F asti, 254, and Dowden, B ishops, 
265-7.
28b eh a lf o f the  crown, he was a g rad u ate  of St. Andrew s, a 
C isterc ian , abbot of Kinloss and c le a rly  a dedicated churchm an. As 
bishop, he was responsible fo r es tab lish in g  a new constitu tion  fo r  the  
c a th ed ra l ch ap ter in  1544 w hich , a lth o u g h  inadequate and not 
e ffe c tiv e  u n til a fte r  the Reform ation, was a t least in d ica tive  of his
O Q
zeal. Reid was gran ted  the tem p o ra lities  and the  g if t  of benefices
30in  th e  diocese on 14 A p ril 1541 and was fin a lly  p ro v id ed  two 
months la te r. However, a pension o f 800 m erks was rese rved  from  
th e  episcopal fru its  fo r John S te w a rt, one of the  k in g ’s illeg itim ate  
sons.31
Royal o ffic ia ls , amongst whom we should also inc lude  David
Beaton, w ere one source of episcopal personnel, as th e y  had o ften
been in  the  past. Another lo n g -s ta n d in g  source was the  sons of
noble fam ilies, and James nom inated two of these to  vacant
bishoprics. R obert S tew art, son of John, e a rl of Lennox, was g iven
32crow n nom ination to the  b ishopric o f Caithness on 8 Septem ber 1541
33and d u ly  p rov ided  by  Paul I I I  on 27 J an u ary  1542. S te w a rt was 
u n d er age a t the  time and does no t appear eve r to have been  
rece ived  in to  the  priesthood. As w ith  R eid ’s appointm ent to O rkn ey , 
a pension of 500 merks was re s e rv e d  on the  fru its  o f the  b ishopric
to James S tew art, a n a tu ra l son of James V ’s own n a tu ra l son, the
e arl o f M oray .34 The nomination of William Cunningham , youngest son
^  For w hich, see James V L e tte rs . 195, 271-2 , 298, 303-5.
29 F a s ti. 255; G.Donaldson, The S cottish  Reform ation (C am bridge,
1960), 34.
30 B & £f iii,  no. 3974.
31 20 Ju ly  1541 (Reg. Lat. 1730, f.2 6 2 -6 ; PRO 3 1 /1 0 /1 4 , f.1 09 -1 1 0 ).
F a s ti. 61; Dowden, Bishops. 249-51; James V L e tte rs . 432-3.
33 Reg. Vat. 1695, f . l5 4 -1 6 2 v .
34 Reg. Vat. 1695, f.222 -229v ; PRO 3 1 /1 0 -1 4 /1 1 1 -2 .
of th e  e a r l o f G lencairn, to  th e  bishopric of A rg y ll in  1539 also comes
oc
in to  th is  category . James sought his p ro v is io n  on 1 F e b ru a ry
o c  t qy
1539 and he was du ly  p ro v id ed  by Paul I I I  e a r ly  in  May.
The pension g ran ted  from  the  fru its  of the  b ish o p ric  of O rkn ey
to John S tew art and th a t to James S tew art from  the  b ishopric  o f
C aithness g ives an in d ica tio n  of the th in k in g  beh ind  severa l o f these
prom otions. The fin an c ia l needs of the crow n w ere a t the ro o t o f
James’s episcopal policy to a la rg e  degree. The fin a n c ia l s itu atio n  of
the  cro w n  was extrem ely  p recarious in the 1530s. This problem  was
not new , w ith  antecedents s tre tch in g  back in to  th e  f ifte e n th  c e n tu ry .
On th e  reven u e  side, the  income from feuda l serv ices  was d ec lin in g ,
and th a t  from  o th er tra d itio n a l sources, such as customs, was r is in g
only  s low ly. The c u rre n c y  too was decreasing in  value  as a re s u lt  o f
debasem ent of the  coinage. Public reven u e  th e n  was re la t iv e ly
in fle x ib le . In  term s of exp en d itu re , the  cost o f ro y a l ad m in is tra tio n
was r is in g  as new offices w ere established. The costs of m ain tain ing
the arm ed forces also rose substantia lly : James IV ’s re ig n  was
p a r t ic u la r ly  notable in  th is  reg ard . James V h im self sought to
m aintain  a lav ish  co u rt and his exp en d itu re , fo r  example, on ro y a l
palaces was prodigal: i t  has been estim ated as equalling  th e
e x p e n d itu re  of his fo u r predecessors p u t to g e th e r. Rising ro y a l
38exp e n d itu re  req u ire d  new sources of reven u e . James’s po licy
to w ard s  appointm ents to b ishoprics was p a r t  o f his response to  th is  
fin a n c ia l s ituation: the use o f such benefices to p ro v id e  salaries fo r
ro y a l s e rv a n ts  such as William S tew art was one elem ent in  th is . The
F a s ti. 27; Dowden, B ishops. 390.
36 James V L e tte rs . 364.
37 7 May 1539 (Reg. Lat. 1691, 251v -2 5 7 v ; PRO 3 1 /1 0 -1 4 /8 7 ).
38 ’C le ric a l taxatio n ’, 130-133; A.A.M.Duncan, Scotland from  the e a r lie s t  
tim es to 1603. 3 rd  ed ., (Oxford, 1977), 308.
sing le  most s ig n ific a n t fe a tu re  o f his po licy , how ever, was the
nom ination of heads of r ic h  re lig ious  houses to bishoprics in  o rd e r  to
leave these abbacies vacan t fo r  his illeg itim ate  sons, thus  b r in g in g
th e  revenues of these abbacies e ffe c tiv e ly  in to  the ro ya l exchequer,
to g e th e r w ith  the accom panying o p p o rtu n itie s  fo r patronage  and
perhaps fo r in fluence on the  process o f feu in g .
One example o f th is  may be seen in  the  promotion of P a tr ic k
39H ep b u rn  to the see of M oray in 1538. In  th is  case, James’s
o b jec tive  was to obta in  the  benefice w hich  P a trick  held, nam ely, the
p r io ry  of St. A ndrew s, fo r  James, one o f the  k in g ’s n a tu ra l sons.
Once again, P a trick  was g ran ted  th e  tem poralities  soon a f te r  his
nomination on 1 M arch, an tic ip a tin g  papal provision. 4^ He was
p ro v id ed  to the b ish o p ric  by  Paul I I I  on 14 June4  ^ and th e n  r e -
42adm itted to th e  tem pora lities  as bishop la te r  in  th e  year.
The provision  of R obert C airncross to the  bishopric o f Ross in  
th e  following year follows a sim ilar p a tte rn .43 In  th is  case, William  
Cairncross, presum ably a re la tiv e , was g iven  the  tem poralities o f the  
see before the crown nom inated R obert on 15 December 1538,44 w hile  
allow ing him to have a pension of 500 m erks Scots from the  te in d s  of 
two parish churches belonging to th e  abbey of Holyrood. The  
nomination was made because James V w anted  the abbacy of H olyrood,
3^ F a s ti. 217; Dowden, B ishops. 171-2; see also, A .L .M u rray , 'The
revenues of th e  B ishopric  of M oray in  1538’, IR , xix (1968), 40 - 
56.
40 Nomination (James V L e tte rs . 342); Tem poralities  g ran ted  28 M arch  
(RSS. ii, no.2493).
41 PRO 31 /10 /14 . f.85.
42 24 November (RSS, ii, no.2772).
4-3 F a sti. 270; Dowden, B ishops. 225-226.
44 Tem poralities g ra n te d  to  William C airncross, 3 Oct. 1538 (RSS. ii, 
no.2736); nom ination of R obert (James V L e tte rs . 356).
held b y  R obert Cairncross, fo r  his own n a tu ra l son, Robert. 
C airncross had en tered  into an in d e n tu re  w ith  James one month 
e a r lie r  th a t he would resign  the  abbacy in  r e tu rn  fo r  the
i  p  4 f *
b ishopric . He was then  provided  to the  see on 14 A p r il 1539.
A th ir d  example of th is  p ractice  was the prom otion of Andrew
47D u ry  to th e  see of Galloway from  the  abbacy of Melrose in  1541.
The abbacy , on th is  occasion, was sought fo r  James S te w a rt, the
e ld e r o f th e  k in g ’s two illeg itim ate sons of th a t name. A ndrew  was
48g ran ted  th e  tem poralities of the b ishopric  on 25 May, nom inated to
49th e  see by  th e  k in g  ju s t over a week la te r  and p ro v id ed  b y  the
50pope on 22 A ugust. D ury sought and obtained a pension of 1000
m erks Scots from  the fru its  of M elrose, b u t th e re  can be l it t le  doubt
51th a t th e  main benefic ia ry  was th e  ro ya l tre a s u ry . Four years
la te r , M ary  o f Guise wrote to Paul I I I ,  claim ing th a t A ndrew  was
causing tro u b le  by  pressing James fo r his pension from  Melrose,
52w hich had s u ffe re d  g reatly  in  the  w ars. This suggests  th a t
A ndrew , a t least in  one year, was h avin g  d iff ic u lty  in  o b ta in in g  his 
pension. I t  appears from both th is  example and th e  prom otion of 
C airncross to th e  b ishopric of Ross th a t James V was re ad y  to  
promise pensions in  o rd er to encourage the  heads o f these re lig ious
4  ^ Dowden, B ishops. 225, n.3,
48 Reg. La t. 1698, f. 146-9; PRO 3 1 /1 0 /1 4 , f.86. Tem poralities  g ran ted  
as b ishop, 23 June 1539 (RSS. ii, no.3058).
47 Eaati* 132; Dowden, Bishops. 373-4.
48 RSS, ii, no.4028.
49 3 J u ly  1541 (James V L e tte rs . 425 -6 ).
50 Reg. Lat. 1730, f.269-272; PRO 3 1 /1 0 -1 4 /1 1 0 .
51 Pension and u s u fru c t of the  g ran g e  of M auchline was g ra n te d  to  
A ndrew  on 22 August 1541 (Reg. Vat. 1644, f .4 6 -4 8 ).
^  SRO, E lph instone MS (SP 1 /2 ), f.5 , no.106.
houses to move to b ishoprics . In  th is  case, the  new bishop found  it  
v e ry  d iff ic u lt  to fo rce  th e  crown to pay the  prom ised money: i t  w ould  
p erhaps  not be s u rp ris in g  i f  R obert Cairncross had s im ilar 
d iffic u ltie s .
This ro u n dabout method of gain ing fin an c ia l support fo r  th e
crow n from episcopal reven u es  may appear s trange. A more d ire c t
method would have been to nominate his sons fo r  bishoprics. T h e re
w ere , how ever, argum ents  against th is  procedu re . Certain  episcopal
du ties  could not be eas ily  executed by c h ild re n  so young, and i t  was
easier to avoid the  norm al duties of an abbot. In  addition , i t  may be
th a t th e re  was a g re a te r  fin an c ia l b en efit to the  crown in o b ta in in g
the  abbacies. The re a l fin an c ia l value of benefices a t th is  date is a
d iff ic u lt  question to determ ine: fo r example, va lues of abbacies v a r ie d
as feus and tacks w ere  made. N evertheless, the  amounts prom ised in
common services in  th e  cases of W hithorn and Melrose, fo r exam ple,
53suggest th a t the ab b ey  was considerab ly  r ic h e r  th an  the b ish o p ric .
Though the valuations  as re flec ted  in  the th ird s  of benefices
assessed between 1561 and 1572 are not a sound basis fo r p rec ise
calculations, in  re la tiv e  term s, th ey  do have some value. These
54suggest a sim ilar conclusion. I t  is also the  case th a t these
m onasteries w ere n e a re r E d in b u rg h  and reven u es  would p ro b a b ly  be
easier to collect th an  from  reg ions such as M oray and Ross.
The forego ing  exam ination raises o th e r questions. The 1487
In d u lt  and the  1535 bu lls  had g iven th e  crow n in it ia lly  8 and
subsequently  12 months in  w hich to make its  nomination fo r p ro v is io n
to the  bishoprics. One o f the  potentia l advantages fo r the  cro w n  of
88 W hithorn, 3 A p ril 1542, 150 flo rin s  (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 1 9 -1 2 0 ); M elrose,
3 June 1542, 1980 flo r in s  (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 2 0 -1 2 1 ).
54 For W hithorn , see T h ird s  of Benefices. 21; M elrose, ib id ., 25; Ross, 
ib id ., 2; Holyrood, ib id ., 26; Moray, ib id ., 4; St. Andrews p r io r y ,  
ib id ., 12.
th is  a rrangem ent was fin an c ia l: th e  crown could use the  tem pora lities
55of the  b ishopric  fo r  th a t p erio d , and could, by the same token ,
de lay  the  paym ent o f taxes to  th e  curia . In  p ractice , the  evidence
suggests th a t, on th e  w hole, James V did not delay nomination to an y
g re a t degree. William S te w a rt was g iven  nomination on ly  12 days
a fte r  his predecessor died; P a tr ic k  H epburn  was nominated to  M oray
ju s t  o ver 2 months a fte r  A lexander S te w a rt’s death, and A ndrew  D u ry
s im ila rly  rece ived  ro y a l nom ination to Galloway between 1 and 3
56months of the  death o f H e n ry  Wemyss. In  a few cases, the  len g th
of the  vacancy may w ell have been longer: th e  b ishopric  o f A rg y ll,
fo r  example, was le f t  u n fille d  in  1538 and 1539 fo r  a t least 5 
57months. This appears , how ever, to  be the  exception, ra th e r  th an  
th e  ru le .
James V also did no t keep the  tem poralities d ire c tly  fo r  his  
own use. As is shown above, th e  po licy  adopted was g e n era lly  to  
g ra n t the  tem poralities  o f v acan t b ishoprics re la tiv e ly  q u ic k ly  to the  
ro y a l nominee. The tem p o ra lities  o f Galloway w ere even g ran ted  
before crown n o m in a tio n .^  Some explanations can be suggested fo r  
th is  p ractice . In  the  f i r s t  p lace, i t  has been shown th a t P a tr ic k  
H epburn , fo r  example, did not b e n e fit much fin a n c ia lly  from  being  
g ran ted  th e  tem pora lities  o f th e  b ishopric  of Moray d u rin g  th e  
vacancy th e re  e ith e r from  th e  b ish o p ric  o r from  the  p r io ry  of St. 
Andrew s w hich he held a t  th e  tim e. The g ra n t o f th e  tem pora lities  o f 
both M oray and the  abbacy  of Scone stated  th a t he was to d e liv e r
^  *to le v y  the  tem pora lities  . . . .  fo r  one whole yea r a fte r  vacancy  
and no longer, and to  use them a t his discretion*, James V 
L e tte rs . 285.
56 F asti. 4, 217, 132.
57 F asti. 27.
^  See above, p .37.
’c e rtan e  money and v it ta lis  out of the  ab b ay  of Sanctandrois, als
mony as he gettis  o f the saidis b isch o p rik  and ab b acy ’. Accounts
d a tin g  from 1538 to 1540 ind icate  th a t the  crow n ra th e r  than  H epburn
took paym ent fo r the  debts owed to his predecessor as bishop of
M oray, A lexander S tew art. In  a series o f moves, the  au d ito rs  of
accounts also e ffe c tiv e ly  removed the b u lk  o f the  tem poral revenues
of th e  b ishopric  v ia  paym ents o f va rio u s  k inds to the  ro ya l 
59T re a s u re r . I t  seems lik e ly  th a t the  crow n was able to b en efit
s im ila rly  d u rin g  o th er episcopal vacancies. In  o rd e r to obta in  the
tem pora lities  too, some nominees had to p ay  a lum p sum to the  crown
fo r  admission to them as A lexander S te w a rt had to do on an e a r lie r
fif)occasion when g ran ted  the  tem poralities o f M oray in  1529. I t  could
be a rg u ed  th e re fo re  th a t, a t least in  some cases, i t  was not
necessary  to delay a nomination in  o rd e r to  secure revenue from the
tem pora lities , because th e  holder o f these reven u es  could p ro v id e
fin an ce  to the ro yal tre a s u ry  in d ire c tly . F in a lly , i f  the  aim was to
maximise revenue, the  tem poralities w ere of less in te re s t th an  the
s p ir itu a lit ie s  which w ere w orth  much more. . A lthoug h  these w ere not
d ire c tly  available to the crow n, they  could s till p ro v id e  an in d ire c t
fi 1source of revenue in  th e  form of pensions. As has been shown 
above, R obert Reid’s prov is ion  was accom panied, a t ro y a l re q u es t, b y  
th e  re se rv a tio n  of pensions on the f r u its  o f the  benefice, fo r  the
an
k in g ’s n a tu ra l son, John S tew art, and  fo r  James Thornton . 
S im ila rly , Robert S te w a rt’s provision  to th e  b ish o p ric  o f Caithness in
1542, was linked  w ith  a pension fo r James S te w a rt, ano ther n a tu ra l
59 A .L .M u rra y , The revenues  of the B ishopric  o f M o ray ’, 42-22.
60 A .L .M u rra y , ’The revenues  of the B ishopric  o f M o ray ’, 42.
61 I.B.Cowan, ’Patronage, p rov is ion  and re s e rv a tio n , p re -R eform ation  
appointm ents to Scottish benefices’, 76.
^  See above, p .35.
f} o
son, as w ell as pensions fo r two o thers. By these means,
th e re fo re , James V im proved his own fin an c ia l position a t th e  expense  
of episcopal reven u es.
A s ig n ific a n t change of circum stances was produced b y  James’s 
death when his d a u g h te r was only  one week old. The g o vern m en t of 
Scotland passed to the  e a rl of A rra n  as governor, b u t his powers  
were in many respects  c ircum scribed. In  the background w ere  not 
only M ary  o f Guise, the  Queen Dowager, b u t also o th e r factions: the  
S tew art earls  o f Lennox, next in  succession to the th ro n e , th e  Angus  
grouping and o th e r pow erfu l fam ilies. A rra n , how ever, a ttem p ted  to  
pursue policies on episcopal appointm ents which ap p eared  not 
dissim ilar to those employed by James V in  terms of the  fin a n c ia l 
explo itation of the  church . This was probab ly  in e v ita b le : the
fin an c ia l problem s of the governm ent had not changed. W hat had, 
how ever, a lte re d  was the balance among noble fam ilies and also 
between these fam ilies and the crown. The g o v e rn o r’s a tte m p t to 
depose R obert S te w a rt from  the  b ishopric  of Caithness in  1544
CZ A
illu s tra te s  th is  po in t. In  th a t y e a r, S tew art and his b ro th e r,
Matthew fo u r th  earl of Lennox, w ere su p p o rtin g  the  Eng lish  cause a t
the time of H e re fo rd ’s 'Rough Wooing’. A plan was th e re fo re  devised
by which S te w a rt would be rep laced as bishop by A lexander Gordon,
b ro th e r o f th e  e a r l o f H untly . This was p a rt of an a rra n g e m e n t by
which H u n tly  would su p p o rt A rra n ’s scheme fo r th e  m arriag e  o f a
65Hamilton to the  in fa n t Queen M ary , and i t  is c lear th a t th e  p lan
^  See above, p.36.
^  F as ti. 61; Dowden, Bishops. 249-50.
^  M.Mahoney, 'The  Scottish H ie ra rc h y , 1513-1565’, 52.
dates from  a t least m id -1543. On 25 May 1544, S te w a rt complained to
M ary  o f Guise th a t Gordon was harassing him and delaying the
fifipassage of his le tte rs  of a u th o r ity  u n d er the  signet. On 12
Decem ber, how ever, Gordon was g iven  crown nomination to the  
fi7b ish o p ric , and additional le tte rs  w ere sent seeking his promotion on
68fo u r  occasions in the fo llow ing year and a ha lf. The pope had
m eanwhile handed over the exam ination of th e  charges against
69S te w a rt to C ardinal Beaton in  his legatine  ro le  e a r ly  in  1545 ‘ and,
on 6 A ugust, S tew art was g ran ted  a rem ission of his conduct by the
crow n and perm itted to re tu rn  to Scotland to answ er in the
70ecclesiastica l courts. The d ispute  in  fa c t continued t i l l  1548:
Gordon appears to have been w ish ing to come to an agreem ent w ith
71S te w a rt in  A p ril of th a t year, y e t s lig h tly  la te r  in  the  year, th e
72benefices was obviously s till in d ispute . By th is  tim e, how ever, the
Dowager had v e ry  much the u p p e r hand and any prospect of a
m arriage between a Hamilton and the  Queen was gone: the o rig in a l
ra tio n a le  fo r  the appointm ent o f Gordon had th e re fo re  d isappeared.
Gordon was n ever papally  p ro v id ed  and, h av in g  been rep o rted  on 13
73A p ril 1548 as having resigned  in  fa v o u r of S te w a rt, he had actu a lly
fifi M ary  of L o rra in e  C orrespondence. 12-13, no.X.
67 EES, ii, 222-3.
8 May, 30 December 1545, one undated  and 13 A p ril 1546 (SRO, 
Elphinstone MS (SP 1 /2 ) , f .4 8 -4 8 v  no.97; f.5 5 v  no.114; f.6 2 -63 , 
no. 126-7; f.64v -65 , no. 131).
69 P r io r  to 17 March (SRO, E lph instone MS (SP 1 /2 ) , f .6 3 -6 4 v no. 128,
129).
70
Dowden, BiahQPS, 250.
71 25 A p ril 1548 (M ary of L o rra in e  C orrespondence. 228-30, n o .C L X II).
72 c .M ay -J u ly  1548 (M ary of L o rra in e  C orrespondence. 239-40, 
no.CLXXI).
73 M ary  of L orra in e  C orrespondence. 229 no.4.
done so a t Rome by 10 A ugust. In  re tu rn  fo r  his res ig n atio n , he
rece ived  a pension of 500 m erks Scots p e r annum t i l l  he was
recom pensed by S tew art w ith  a benefice to th a t v a lu e .7  ^ A lthough
Gordon was one of M ary  o f G uise’s ad v isers , she does not ap p ear to
have g iven  him active  s u p p o rt in  th is  case. Nor did th is  lin k  help
him w hen he was e v e n tu a lly  p ro v id ed  to Glasgow in  1550 fo r he fe ll
75fo u l o f the laws of b a r r a t ry  and th is  prom otion also fe ll th ro u g h .
The s tru g g le  o ver Caithness illu s tra te s  a v e ry  necessary  
elem ent in  A rra n ’s policy tow ards  appointm ents to benefices, the need 
to conciliate o ther p o w erfu l fam ilies. In  practice , the  a u th o rity  o f 
th e  g o vern o r was less th an  th a t  of the crown its e lf, and in  th is  case 
i t  was the Gordon fam ily  whose su p p o rt he sought. This fam ily  also 
f ig u re d  in  the succession to an o th er n o rth e rn  diocese when the  
vacancy in  the see of A berdeen  in  1545 was filled  by William
nn
Gordon. The tem pora lities  o f the b ishopric  w ere f ir s t  g ifte d  to
77John Hamilton, A rra n ’s son, on 22 A p ril 1545, a lthough a le t te r
nom inally from  M ary, Queen of Scots of 28 A p ril states th a t 'about a
month ago, she was induced  to ask the  pope to make William Gordon
70
c o -a d ju to r  to William S te w a rt.’ The le t te r , s igned by A rran  and  
presum ably  rep resen tin g  his w ishes, goes on to ask the pope to w ait 
fo r  a ro y a l nomination. W hether the  e a rlie r  g ift  of the  tem pora lities  
to Hamilton and the re q u e s t fo r  delay re flec ts  a possible in ten tio n  to  
re ta in  the  benefices in  th e  Ham ilton fam ily  is not c lear b u t, in  an y
74 C ontract re g is te red  10 A u g u s t 1548 (ADCP, 576). Gordon how ever 
n e ve r obtained a benefice  from  S tew art.
7  ^ F a s ti. 150; see also p .48.
76 Easii* 4; Dowden, B ishops. 141-3.
77 RSS. iii, no.1137.
78 ERS, ii, 250-1. This p ro b a b ly  re fe rs  to a le t te r  to th is  e ffec t, 
dated 21 Jan. 1545 (E lp h in sto n e  MS (SP 1 /2 , f.4 5 -4 5 v , no.88).
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case, the  tem poralities were then  g ra n te d  to Gordon in  A ugust 1545
and he was even tu a lly  p ro v id ed  to th e  see on 17 May, according to
80the  bu ll, a t the in s tig a tio n  of th e  e a r l o f A rran . The tem poralities  
w ere g ran ted  a few weeks la te r  to  George, fo u rth  earl o f H u n tly ,
O 1
G ordon’s nephew. The deta ils  o f th is  appointm ent also ind icate  th a t
A rra n  was follow ing James V ’s po licy  o f g ra n tin g  pensions from  these
benefices to his own fam ily. The g ra n t of the tem poralities , a lb e it
tem p o rarily , to his son before  G ordon’s p rov is ion  had presum ably
ben efited  the tre a s u ry  b r ie f ly . A more perm anent income was
obtained when Gordon had to p ay , as the  price  fo r  his successful
prov is ion , annual pensions of 1000 m erks Scots to John Hamilton and
82500 m erks Scots to David P an ite r, the  ro y a l secre ta ry .
The g ra n tin g  of a b ishopric  was also, as in  James’s re ig n , one 
means of g iv in g  fin an c ia l s u p p o rt and rew ard  to a governm ent
servan t. P an iter was him self prom oted to the b ishopric o f Ross in
831545 a fte r  the death of R obert C airncross in  November. He was
c le a rly  one of A rra n ’s su p p o rte rs  and rep resen ted  his in te re s ts  in
84diplom atic missions both before  and a f te r  his promotion. P an iter
was g ran ted  the  tem poralities  of the  b ishopric  on 23 December, when
85i t  was said th a t he had a lre a d y  rece ived  crown p resen ta tion .
20 A ugust (RSS. iii, no. 1297).
8^ Reg. Lat. 1758, f . l6 0 -1 6 1 v ; PRO 3 1 /1 0 -1 4 /1 1 8 -9 . He prom ised to  
pay the common services on 16 Septem ber 1546 (PRO 3 1 /9 -  
33/128).
8  ^ 8 June 1546 (RSS, iii,  no. 1708).
82 PRO 3 1 /1 0 -1 4 /1 1 8 -9 .
88 F a s ti. 270; Dowden, B ishops. 226-8 .
84 Mary <?f bQrraine Corre s pondence, 166, 171 n o .c x x m , 174 no .cxxv i.
85 RSS. iii, no. 1446. No reco rd  o f such a p resen ta tio n  has been
traced . There  is, how ever, a ro y a l le t te r , p robab ly  o f 27 A p ril 
1546, asking  fo r  exped ition  of P a n ite r ’s prov is ion  (E lphinstone  
MS (SP 1 /2 , f.54 , N o . l l l ) .
T h e re  was, how ever, some delay in  securing  his appointm ent, fo r  in
A p r il of th e  follow ing year, a ro ya l le t te r  to Paul I I I  said th a t
P a tr ic k  L id d e ll had been sent to accelerate P a n ite r ’s prom otion, and
h in te d  th a t  James Salmond, one of the Scottish  p ro c u ra to rs  a t Rome,
was no t to  be tru s te d  in  th is  p a rtic u la r  m atter. P an ite r did not in
87fa c t o b ta in  papal provision  u n til 28 November 1547.
Despite such nom inations, i t  is c lear th a t th e  main s tra n d  in
A rra n ’s po licy  was to advance the in te res ts  of his own fam ily. This
was l it t le  d if fe re n t in  essence from th a t o f James V. The g o v e rn o r’s
po licy  is best seen in  the promotion of his h a lf -b ro th e r , John, bishop
of D unke ld , to the arch b ish o p ric  of St. Andrews on Beaton’s death  in  
881546. John Hamilton, a m ajor in fluence  in  de term in ing  A r ra n ’s
policies, was also responsib le fo r  many of the  attem pted  reform s in
th e  S co ttish  ch u rch  in  the  next few years , and p ro ved  on th e  whole
a w o rth y  prim ate. The speed w ith  which A rra n  moved a fte r  the
C a rd in a l’s assassination on 29 May was rem arkab le  and ind icates the
im portance to A rra n  of p u rsu in g  fam ily in te res t: Ham ilton was g ran ted
89the  tem pora lities  of the  see two days la te r. I t  is on ly  fa ir  to add
th a t th e re  is strong  evidence of su p p o rt fo r  his prom otion from  o th e r
churchm en and Scottish nobles, who may have be lieved  th a t he m ight
90e x e rt some in flu en ce  on his b ro th e r, a lth o u g h  i t  is d if f ic u lt  to  
d isen tan g le  genuine su p p o rt from  any th a t was en g in eered  b y  the  
g o vern o r. He was papally  p ro v id ed  on 28 Novem ber 1547, w ith
86 SRO, E lph instone MS (SP 1 /2 ), f.54 -55 , nos.111-2.
87 Reg. Lat. 1698, f,167 -170v ; PRO 3 1 /1 0 -1 4 /1 2 2 -3 .
88 F a s ti. 298-9; Dowden, Bishops. 43-44.
89 31 M ay (RSS. iii, no.1696).
90 T .W inning. 'C hurch  Councils in  s ix te e n th -c e n tu ry  S cotland ’ in  
Essays in  the Scottish Reform ation, ed. D .M cRoberts (Glasgow, 
1962).
re te n tio n  of the abbacy of Paisley and of vario u s  o ther benefices  
Q1w hich  he held.
I t  was th is d es ire  to  obta in  benefices fo r  members of his own
fam ily  which produced two of the  m ajor co n flic ts  of these decades
w ith  re g ard  to appointm ents to b ishoprics. These c learly  illu s tra te
th e  lim its of A rra n ’s pow er. I t  is s ig n ific a n t th a t these d isputes
w ere  not essentially  betw een the  crown and th e  papacy, a lthough th e
popes did exercise some in flu en ce , bu t more s ig n ifican tly  re fle c te d
th e  s tru g g le  fo r co n tro l o f governm ent w ith in  Scotland. One of these
was o ver the vacancy in  th e  a rch b ish o p ric  o f Glasgow caused b y  th e
92death  of Gavin D unbar in  1547. A rra n  f ir s t  nominated James 
Ham ilton, another n a tu ra l b ro th e r, ask ing  also fo r  pensions fo r  tw o
QQ
illeg itim ate  ch ild ren , D avid  and Claud, on 31 Ju ly  1547. The
pro sp ect of the two arch iep iscopa l sees in  Scotland both being held
by  b ro th ers  of the g o v ern o r was less th an  a ttra c t iv e  to Paul I I I ,  who
94re je c te d  the nomination ostensib ly  on grounds of illeg itim acy. 
Since th is  had p re v io u s ly  w eighed litt le  on th e  papal conscience w ith  
re g a rd  to certa in  appointm ents to im p o rtan t re lig ious  houses, such a 
claim must be regarded  w ith  some scepticism; concern a t the g ro w in g  
concentration  of m ajor benefices in Ham ilton hands was a more 
probab le  cause. M ary  o f Guise also looked on the proposal w ith  
considerable alarm fo r  th e  same reason. A rra n  him self may not have  
been v e ry  hopeful of th e  success of his nom ination since he does no t 
a p p ear to have fo u g h t its  re jec tio n . In s te a d , he nominated Donald
91 PRO 31 /10 -14 /122 .
qo
F a s ti. 149-50; Dowden, B ishops. 345-50; R .K .Hannay, ’Some Papal 
bulls among the  Ham ilton Papers ’. SHR. xx ii (1924-25), 32-35; 
M ary of L o rra in e  C orrespondence. 323-4 , 329-337, 349, 352).
93 T h e in er, Monumenta. no. 1074.
94 R.K.Hannay, ’Some Papal bu lls  among th e  Hamilton P apers ’, 34.
Cam pbell, abbot of Coupar Angus, fo r  the see before A ugust 1548.
Since Campbell was th e  uncle of A rch iba ld , earl of A rg y ll, th is  may
have been an a ttem p t to gain the su p p o rt o f the Campbells, one of
th e  m ajor fam ilies whose goodwill would be valuable. In  an y  case,
th is  also fe ll th ro u g h  on the  death of the  papal nuncio in Scotland,
95P e te r, Bishop of Verona. At th e  same tim e, A lexander Gordon was
also seeking the a rch b ish o p ric , on the  grounds th a t the  crow n had
not nom inated a su itab le  person w ith in  the period of tw elve  months
s tip u la ted  by the  In d u lt . His claim may have well had the  s u p p o rt of
M ary  of Guise, th o u g h  th is  is not certa in ; she was c e rta in ly  u n d e r  a
p ledge to secure a benefice of the  ap p ro p ria te  value in S cotland or
France  fo r  him in  compensation fo r his fa ilu re  to obtain the b ish o p ric
96of Caithness and, in  the  meantime, was p ayin g  him a pension. He
was p ro b ab ly  also exp lo itin g  the opposition in  Scotland to th e  o r ig in a l
Hamilton nom ination fo r  his own ends. Gordon was in fa c t p ro v id ed
97to the  a rch b ish o p ric  on 5 March 1550, b u t po litica l c ircum stances
d ic ta ted  th a t his bid fo r  the  benefice was to prove a b o rtive . The
end of the fig h tin g  w ith  England in A p ril 1550 made i t  advantageous
fo r  the Dowager to drop h er opposition to A rra n ’s governm ent, and
Gordon s u ffe re d  the loss of his see as a re s u lt of the a rran g e m e n t
made a t the  time. He was not a t th is  stage a p a rtic u la r ly  su itab le
p ro teg e  fo r  M ary o f Guise. A rra n  was hostile to him and he was
u n d e r a charge of b a r ra t ry ;  on the  o th e r hand, the H u n tly  in te re s t
was s ig n ific a n t enough to make i t  less th an  easy to force  Gordon to
98give  up th e  a rch b ish o p ric . He was e ve n tu a lly  forced to re s ig n  in
95 R.K.Hannay, Some Papal bulls among the Hamilton Papers , 34.
96 M ary of L o rra in e  C orrespondence. 229, n .4 , no .C LX II.
97 Dowden, Bishops, 349; M ary  o f L o rra in e  C orrespondence. 323 -4 , 
no.CCXXVII.
98 L e tte r  of H u n tly  to the  Dowager, 13 May 1551 (M arv of L o rra in e  
C orrespondence. 348-9 , no.CCXXXVII); L e tte r  of A rchbishop
1551 in  fa v o u r of James Beaton, com m endator o f A rbroath  and nephew
of the  fo rm er card ina l, b u t re ce ive d  the commendatorship of
99In c h a ffra y  and the tit le  of A rchb ishop o f A thens, in  compensation.
I t  is tru e  th a t the  papacy was able to  re fu se  both A rra n ’s o rig in a l
nom ination of his b ro th e r and th a t  o f Campbell and successfu lly
p re v e n t an appointm ent w hich served  the  g o v ern o r’s in te res ts . Yet
i t  is c lear th a t the  real opposition to the  g o vern o r came from w ith in
Scotland, led by  M ary of Guise, and th e  fin a l re s u lt was essentia lly  a
compromise between the two fac tio n s , re s u ltin g  in  an appointm ent
w hich was p ro b ab ly  less p o litica lly  s ig n if ic a n t th an  e ith e r Ham ilton’s
o r Gordon’s would have been.
The o th e r m ajor d ispute, w h ich  p ro ved  more long d ra w n -o u t,
began in  1543 o ver the b ishopric  o f D u n k e ld .^ ^  The two com petitors
fo r  th is  see w ere Robert C rich ton , nephew  of George C rich ton , the
previous bishop, and John Ham ilton, A r ra n ’s h a lf-b ro th e r , who was
la te r  promoted to St. Andrews. C rich to n  was a p p a re n tly  seeking the
succession to his aged uncle p r io r  to  George C rich to n ’s death. In  a
ro ya l le t te r  of 13 January  1543, th e  pope was asked to accede to the
b ishop’s wish to resign  in fa v o u r o f his nephew while re ta in in g  the
fru its . This req u est was successfu l, fo r  R obert C richton rece ived
papal p rov is ion  as coad ju tor in  a b u ll o f 17 M arch, w here i t  was said
th a t the supplication  was made on th e  cro w n ’s behalf by  M ary  of 
102Guise. I t  is c lear, how ever, th a t A rra n  had o th er plans, fo r  he
Hamilton to the  Dowager, 14 June 1551 (ib id . 352-4, 
no.CCXXXIX).
99 R.K.Hannay, ‘Papal B u lls ’, 35; M ary  o f L o rra in e  C orrespondence. 
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101 SRO, E lphinstone MS (SP 1 /2 ) , f .3 1 , no.52.
102 F a sti, 100, w here i t  is suggested  th a t  th e  date o f C rich to n ’s 
provision  must be 17 M arch 1543 not 1544. The buU of 
provision  (Reg. Vat. 1696, f . l9 6 v -1 9 8 v ; see also PRO 3 1 /1 0 -
p ro te s te d  th a t a res ignation  and p ro v is io n  had been made w ith o u t his
consent, and la te r  made the p o in t th a t C ric h to n ’s prov is ion  was in
b reach  of the  in d u lt in  th a t th e  pope had not w aited fo r  his
nom ination. A rra n  did then  nominate John Hamilton on 24 January-
1544, g ra n tin g  his b ro th e r the tem p o ra lities  o f th e  see a few  days
e a rlie r . In  the  le t te r  o f nom ination, he also sought the  rese rv a tio n
o f a pension of £1000 Scots fo r  A lexander Campbell, b ro th e r o f the
e a rl df A rg y ll, a concession presum ably  in te n d e d  to help re ta in  the
s u p p o rt of th is  p ow erfu l h igh land  fa m ily .^ ^  In  response to A rra n ’s
rep ea ted  le tte rs  recommending his b ro th e r , Paul I I I  f in a lly  p ro v id ed
Ham ilton to the  benefice in  December, w ith  re te n tio n  of the abbacy of
1
P ais ley, and rese rva tio n  of the  pension to Cam pbell, a lthough  the
b u lls  w ere not ac tu a lly  released fo r  tw o more years. The lit ig a tio n
n everth e less  continued and, a lthough  Ham ilton was consecrated, A rra n
soon found a b ig g er p rize  fo r his b ro th e r in  th e  arch b ish o p ric  o f St.
107A ndrew s, to w hich he was tran s la ted  on B eaton’s death in  1546. 
A rra n  th en  in troduced  a new cand idate , Donald Campbell, abbot of
14/114) is dated 1544, b u t th is  m ust be erroneous in  th e  lig h t  
o f the  in te rn a l evidence of the  b u ll w h ere  George C rich ton  is 
recorded as being a live , w hereas he was c e rta in ly  dead b y  17 
M arch 1544 and the  ex tern a l ev idence o f th e  subsequent ro y a l 
le tte rs  of 1543 w hich im ply R obert C r ic h to n ’s provision.
14 May 1543 (LP H en rv  V I I I . x v iii, p t . l ,  no .542-3).
U ndated  le t te r  c. M ay /Ju n e  1543 (LP H e n rv  VITT. x v iii p t . l ,  
no.801).
G ran t of tem poralities , 20 Jan u ary  1544 (RSS. ii i,  no.601); le t te r  o f 
nomination (LP H en ry  V I I I . x ix p t . l ,  no.56,57).
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L e tte rs  from  A rra n  and M ary , Queen o f Scots (s igned b y  th e  
G overnor) to th e  pope, 12 O ctober and  5 December ( I.P  H e n rv  
V III» xix p t.2 , no.428; LP H en rv  V I I I . x ix  p t.2  no.710,711). 
Provision on 17 December (Reg. L a t. 1758, f . l5 3 -1 5 8 v ; PRO 
3 1 /1 0 -1 4 /1 1 5 ). Pension to Campbell (Reg. Vat. 1664, f.3 91 -3 9 2 v ). 
He promised to pay the  common se rv ice s  on 6 March 1546 (PRO 
3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 2 5 -6 ).
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Coupar Angus, uncle of the  e a rl of A rg y ll, and fo r whom he also la te r
sought the see of Glasgow. Campbell was g ran ted  the  tem pora lities  of
108th e  b ishopric on 6 Novem ber 1547. C rich ton , however, continued
to fig h t; in  December 1547, he based his claim to the b ishopric  on
havin g  acted as co ad ju to r to his uncle fo r  some time, s ta tin g  th a t he
had been appointed w ith  possession g uaran teed  and th a t ’he w ill not
109re s ig n  in  fa v o u r of anyon e ’. The d ispute  continued fo r  severa l
more years, w ith  the  g o vern o r e xe rtin g  continued pressure  in  vario u s  
form s fo r Campbell’s prom otion, and th e  new pope, Julius I I I ,  showing  
him self unw illing  to accede to these requests . In  fa c t, the
litig a tio n  only ended when A rra n  was rep laced as governo r b y  M ary  
o f Guise in  1554, a t w hich p o in t C rich to n  obtained possession,
a lthough he was n ever consecrated.
A rran  was e ve n tu a lly  able to secure the  appointm ent o f his
h a lf-b ro th e r  to D unkeld fo r  a perio d , b u t only a fte r  a considerab le
delay aris in g  from  C ric h to n ’s nom ination b y  M ary of Guise and the  
subsequent defence of his claim a t the  cu ria . In  both th is  case and  
th a t  of Glasgow, A rra n ’s e ffec tiven ess  in  securing  the benefices fo r  
his nominees was a ffec ted  b y  the re la tiv e  in s ec u rity  of his own
position, and the existence of an o th er source of a u th o rity  in  M ary  of
RSS. iii, no.2531, F a s ti. 100, states th a t  th ey  were g ran ted  on 23 
June 1549. In  fa c t, the  g ra n t was made in  1547 w ith  th e  
proviso th a t i t  would be e ffe c tiv e  from  Ham ilton’s tra n s la tio n  to
St. Andrews. The second g ra n t in  1549 was made a t the  time
of the tran s la tio n .
109 22 Dec. (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /2 2 1 -5 ).
Dowden, Bishops. 91-2; CSP Scot. i. 103, no.209; RSS. iv , no .2142- 
3. A memorial from  the  Scottish  governm ent of 22 A p ril 1550 
implies th a t M ary  o f Guise did not now su p p o rt R obert C rich to n  
and th a t he was lit ig a tin g  on his own (K eith , Church and S ta te , 
i, 440-8). The fin a l outcome of the  litig a tio n , so chrono log ica lly  
close to the  rep lacem ent o f A rra n  as governo r by M ary  of 
Guise, does not s u p p o rt th is  in fe ren ce .
111 F asti. 100.
Guise, who sought to change governm ent po licy  in  her own in te re s t.
The papacy was ab le  to exploit th is  d is u n ity  to a t least delay
appointm ents to th e  bishoprics and re lease o f the  bulls in  o rd e r to
t r y  to in fluence th e  cro w n ’s policies in  re sp e c t of such appointm ents.
In  th is  s ituation , Paul I I I  and his successor m ight have been able to
obtain  some fu r th e r  advantage from  th is  w eakness. The d ispu te  o v er
Dunkeld did o ffe r  such an opening fo r  th e  papacy. In  a le t te r  from
A rra n  to the  pope o f 12 October 1544, i t  was stated th a t R obert
Wauchope was try in g  to  obtain a pension from  the f ru its  o f th e
bishopric . Wauchope was a d is tin g u ish ed  Scottish theologian  and
teach er a t the  U n iv e rs ity  of Paris and , in  ad d itio n , a papal fam ilia r.
He was thus a lik e ly  rec ip ien t o f papal fa v o u rs . I t  would ap p ear
th a t Wauchope o r Paul I I I ,  or possib ly  both , w ere ta k in g  ad van tag e
of the confusion o v e r Dunkeld to t r y  to  ob ta in  some fin an c ia l s u p p o rt  
112fo r  him. In  fa c t, Wauchope did su ccess fu lly  obtain a pension of
500 ducats a u r i de camera from the b is h o p ric , in co n trast w ith  the
fa ilu re  of Clement V I I ’s attem pt in  1532 to obta in  a pension from  the
113fru its  of the  b ish o p ric  of Aberdeen. This may re p re s e n t a
fu r th e r , i f  m inor, in d ica tio n  of A rra n ’s re la tiv e  weakness.
With re g a rd  to  the  issue of d e lay in g  presenta tion  of new
candidates fo r  b ishoprics , the e a rl o f A rra n  in  fac t acted  more
qu ick ly  than  James V. I t  is p ro b ab le  th a t th is  re flec ts  w h at he
r ig h t ly  p erce ived  as th e  weakness of h is position  re la tiv e  to  M ary  of
Guise and p o w erfu l fam ilies, such as th e  Gordons. In  c o n tra s t to the
practice  d u rin g  James V ’s re ig n , the  g o v e rn o r ’s candidates u su a lly
f ir s t  rece ived  th e  tem poralities  p r io r  to  nom ination. Most ra p id  o f a ll
was the g o v ern o r’s g ra n t of the tem p o ra lities  o f St. Andrew s to John  
112 LP H enrv  V I I I . xix, p t.2 , no.428. F o r W auchope’s career, see th e  
dispute o v er the  abbacy of D ry b u rg h  (below, p .5 7 f f )  .
1 1 3  17 December 1544 (PRO 3 1 /1 0 -1 4 /1 1 5 ).
Ham ilton on ly  2 days a fte r  Beaton’s m urder: in  th is  case, indeed , no
form al crow n nom ination has been traced . Hamilton was also g ra n te d
th e  tem pora lities  o f D unkeld  w ith in  20 days of George C ric h to n ’s
death  and g iven  crow n nomination 4 days la te r . A rra n ’s son, also
John Ham ilton, was g ra n te d  the  tem poralities  o f A berdeen 12 days
a fte r  th e  death o f William S tew art, a lthough  th is  p roved  a b o rtiv e .
The de lay  between R obert C airncross’s death  and th e  g ra n t o f th e
tem p o ra lities  o f Ross to D avid P an iter was ju s t  o v e r 3 weeks and i t
was claimed th en  th a t he had a lready  obta ined  crow n nom ination. In
th e  one case in  w hich nom ination is reco rd ed  p r io r  to the  g ra n t o f
tem p o ra lities , namely James Hamilton’s nom ination to the  a rch b ish o p ric
of Glasgow, the  delay was no more than  4 months. ^ 4 L ike  James V,
th e  e a r l of A rra n  was c le a rly  more concerned w ith  securing  th e
appoin tm ent of his nominees than in  th e  th eo re tica l fin a n c ia l
ad van tag es  g ran ted  b y  th e  papal In d u lt and bulls.
The paym ent o f pensions also p layed  a s lig h tly  d if fe re n t ro le
d u rin g  A rra n ’s ru le  as governo r. As James V had done, A rra n
secured some fin an c ia l b e n e fit fo r his fam ily , as has been seen, from
the  pension of 1000 m erks paid to his son, John Hamilton, from  th e
fru its  o f th e  b ishopric  o f A berdeen, from  w hich also came a pension
115to D avid  P an ite r, A rra n  s sec re ta ry . Some, how ever, w ere g ra n te d
fo r  o th e r  reasons. The pension of 500 m erks to  A lexander Gordon
from  th e  b ishopric  o f Caithness, was a s h o rt-te rm  measure to  b u y  o ff
th e  Gordon in te re s t in  th e  b ishopric  w ith  a v iew  to  la te r  s u b s titu tin g
possession o f an o th er benefice. A lexander Cam pbell’s pension o f
£1000 Scots on th e  f ru its  o f the  b ishopric  o f D unkeld  re p re s e n te d  a
1 1 fireco g n itio n  o f th e  need to  re ta in  Cam pbell goodwill. These
114 E as ti, 298,100,4,270,149.
115 See above, p .45.
See ab ove, p .44,50.
p ro v id e  two examples of an o th er method adopted by A rra n  to m aintain
su p p o rt fo r  his ru le  from  m ajor noble fam ilies.
A lbany had re -e s ta b lis h e d  e ffe c tiv e  contro l o ver appointm ents,
and th is  position was acknow ledged in  the  bulls  of 1535. The In d u lt
and its  1535 extension w ere g e n era lly  observed  th ro u g h o u t the 1530s
and 1540s, and both the crow n and th e  papacy recognized each
o th e r’s r ig h ts . Nom inations, and th u s  e ffe c tive  contro l of
appointm ents, w ere f irm ly  in  the  hands of the  crow n, and w ere
usually  made p rom ptly , both because i t  was safer to secure th e
succession, and because i t  p ro b a b ly  produced g re a te r fin a n c ia l
b en efit than  by leav in g  the  see vacan t and ta k in g  the  tem poralities .
Where the tem poralities  w ere g ran ted  to a nominee p r io r  to p ro v is io n ,
various devices w ere adopted to  d iv e r t  some of the  revenue  to th e  
117ro yal tre a s u ry . The use of th is  contro l by  James V and the  e a rl
o f A rran , w h ils t not d issim ilar, did d if fe r  in  a num ber of ways. 
James aimed to use the  c h u rc h ’s w ea lth  to su p p o rt the  royal tre a s u ry  
p rim arily  by  moving th e  heads of r ic h  re lig ious  houses to b ishoprics  
to free  these abbacies fo r  his illeg itim ate  ch ild ren . A rran  was 
concerned not only w ith  securing  finance  fo r governm ent b u t more 
d ire c tly  w ith  advancing  the  in te re s ts  of his fam ily both p o litica lly  
and fin an c ia lly  by  t ry in g  to secure the  appointm ent of vario u s  
re la tives  to the  b ishoprics  them selves. A lthough both nom inated  
members of noble fam ilies to  b ishoprics , in  A rra n ’s case th e re  was 
c learly  a much g re a te r  need to conciliate  po ten tia l r iv a ls  than existed  
d u rin g  James’s re ig n . Both, how ever, used b ishoprics to  rew ard  and  
support ro ya l servan ts  in  much th e  same way.
At the  same tim e, th e  papal r ig h t  o f p rov is ion , w ith  its  
atten d an t fin an c ia l b en e fits , was fu lly  recognized  by  th e  crow n. In
1 1 7
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most cases, p rovision  of royal nominees was made w ith o u t question. 
In  a few , how ever, the  papacy in te rv e n e d  more p o s itive ly . The  
attem p ts  to obtain  pensions from episcopal fru its  fo r  S ixtus  
Zucchellus and Wauchope provide  examples of th is , though on ly  the  
second of these was successful. More s ig n if ic a n t, how ever, w ere the  
delays  w hich the popes w ere able to impose on the appointm ents to  
D unkeld  and Glasgow d u rin g  the earl of A r ra n ’s ru le , in  th a t th e y  
p ro v id e  another example of the papacy in te rv e n in g  a t times of 
p o litica l d isu n ity  as had happened on occasions in  the p rev io u s  
c e n tu ry . N either Paul I I I  nor Julius I I I ,  how ever, was try in g  to  
impose his own nominee, as had happened on e a r lie r  occasions. The  
r iv a l  claim ants re flec ted  instead the d if fe re n t  p a rties  in  a domestic 
s tru g g le  fo r  power w ith in  Scotland, and a lth o u g h  the popes w ere  
e ffe c tiv e ly  ta k in g  sides in  th is  s tru g g le , th e ir  in flu en ce  was lim ited  
to d e lay ing  f ir s t  o f a ll the  provisions and th e n  the release of th e  
b u lls . The change in  the  leve l of papal a c t iv ity  between James V ’s 
re ig n  and the  governo rsh ip  of A rran  was not due to any s h ift in  the  
re la tio n s h ip  of crown and papacy. I t  sim ply re fle c te d  the weakness  
of A r ra n ’s position as governo r and the opposition  in  Scotland to him 
and his policies w hich resu lted  in d is u n ity  and in s ta b ility .
A fu lle r  analysis of the w orking  of th e  In d u lt  and the  1535 
b u lls , re la tions between the crown and th e  papacy, and the  
s ig n ifican ce  of governm ent policy on appoin tm ents  to m ajor benefices, 
h ow ever, also re q u ire s  an exam ination of appointm ents to  th e  
re lig io u s  houses.
CHAPTER 3
THE MONASTIC HOUSES
In  th e  f ifte e n th  c e n tu ry , the assertion o f papal r ig h ts  in  some
appointm ents to re lig io u s  houses had produced considerab le  fr ic tio n
w ith  th e  crown. ^  The In d u lt  o f 1487 had inc luded  a n y  m onastery
whose va lu e  was o v er 200 gold flo rin s  of th e  cam era, these being
o
consisto ria l benefices. The crow n, how ever, seems to have held th is
to g ra n t a r ig h t of recommendation to a ll e lec tive  benefices. In
p rac tice , th e  s ituation  a t  lesser re lig ious houses rem ained u n certa in ,
com plicated in  the  case of dependent p rio ries  b y  th e ir  re la tio n sh ip  to
th e ir  m other house. I t  would appear from  an exam ination of James
V ’s statem ents about appointm ents to re lig io u s  houses th a t such
d is tinctions  between consistoria l and n o n -co n s is to ria l houses had
ceased to  have an y  meaning as fa r  as the crow n was concerned: th e
k in g  m ight re g a rd  th e  nom ination to a re la tiv e ly  m inor house as his
a ffa ir  i f  he chose to do so. In  a le tte r  to the  F a th e r-G e n e ra l of th e
T r in ita r ia n  o rd e r in  A ugust 1540, fo r  example, James V described  th e
m in is try  of F a ilfo rd  as due to crown p resen ta tio n  'b y  reason of
found ation  and of p re la c y ’4 I t  is how ever c e rta in  th a t th e  benefice
was one of those w hich  paid annates, and th u s  fe ll u n d e r the 200
5
f lo r in  lim it which would b rin g  i t  w ith in  the  term s of th e  In d u lt .  
James’s in s tru c tio n s  to  A lbany, w ritte n  in  A p r il 1530, stated  th a t
 ^ R .K.Hannay, The Scottish  Crown and the P apacy . 7 -9 ; see also 
above, p. 18.
2
Hannay, ib id .> 10; ADCP, In tro d u c tio n , x liv .
3
Cowan, 'P a tronage, p ro v is io n  and re s e rv a tio n ’ , 80-1 .
4 20 A u gust (James V L e tte rs . 412).
5
A.I.Cam eron, The Apostolic Camera and Scottish  b en efices . (London, 
1934), 139,220,250,290.
e lection  o r nominations to monastic houses, w ith o u t any qualification
as to  va lu e , 'should be a t the  ro y a l recom m endation’, and w ent out of
his w ay to  ju s tify  the practice . The im pression is g iven th a t James
fe lt  th a t  he should take e v e ry  o p p o rtu n ity  to sta te  his in te rp re ta tio n
o f th e  agreem ent. Contem porary sources also re f le c t an element of
d isagreem ent w ith  re g ard  to  th e  headships o f dependent p rio ries .
The papacy tended to tre a t  these as n o n -co n s is to ria l and th e re fo re
p o te n tia l reserved  benefices, w h ile  the  crow n was inclined to tre a t
them like  the g reater m onasteries. In  A p ril 1536, fo r  example, James
V described  the p r io ry  of St. M a ry ’s Is le , nom inally dependent on
7
H olyrood, as being consistoria l: y e t, in  th e  cameral records ,
o b lig a tio n  was made in  Novem ber 1536 not fo r  th e  paym ent of common
serv ices  payable on consistoria l benefices, b u t fo r  annates.^ In
p ra c tic a l term s, th e re fo re , i t  is more a p p ro p ria te  to examine the
p a tte rn  of appointm ents to monastic houses in  Scotland as a whole
ra th e r  th a n  to attem pt to draw  th e o re tica l d is tin c tio n s  which c le a rly
do no t correspond w ith re a lity .
An examination of p rov is ions by  Paul I I I  revea ls  th a t th e re  is
on ly  one case of the pope a ttem p tin g  to  re s is t a ro ya l nomination
d u rin g  James V ’s re ign . P erhaps s u rp r is in g ly , th is  was made a fte r
th e  extension of the In d u lt  in  1535. The occasion of the d ispute was
th e  vacancy a t D ry b u rg h  in  1539. James nom inated Thomas E rsk in e ,
second son of Lord E rsk in e  on 7 Novem ber a fte r  th e  death of James
q
S te w a rt, the previous abbot. The fo llow ing day, how ever, R obert 
Wauchope, a Scottish scholar whose c a re e r to date had la rg e ly  been
6 6 A p r il (James V L e tte rs . 174-6 ).
7 8 A p r il (James V L e tte rs . 315).
8 11 Novem ber (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /4 7 );  see also Cowan 'P atronage, p rov is ion  
and re se rv a tio n ’, 81.
 ^ Jam es V L etters . 380.
a t th e  U n iv e rs ity  o f P aris , successfully p e titio n ed  fo r  p ro v is io n  to
th e  m o n a s te ry .^  Wauchope had a d is tin g u ish ed  caree r as a papal
s e rv a n t, b u t th is  p ro ved  an unhappy in cu rs io n  in to  the ecclesiastical
p o litics  of his n a tive  land . In  fact, his a ttem p t to obtain  the  ab b acy
was not made on his own in itia tiv e , b u t was in s tig a ted  by Paul I I I
h im self. He had been pro v id ed  to the A rch b ish o p ric  o f A rm agh in
J u ly  o f th a t year u n t il  th e  Ir is h  prim ate, Crom er, who had been
delated  to Rome fo r  h e resy  died, resigned o r c leared  him self. The
pope hoped to obta in  th e  help of James V in  in v es tig a tin g  the ch arg e
because of his contacts  in  Ire la n d , by p ro v id in g  a Scot to th e
a rc h d io c e s e .^  Since he could draw no reven u es  from  his Ir is h  see,
Paul th en  p ro v id ed  Wauchope to the abbacy o f D ry b u rg h , assum ing
12ro y a l acquiescence. A p a rt from the  d ivers io n  of revenues re s u lt in g
from  th is  appointm ent, a question of p rin c ip le  was c le a rly  a t s take
fo r  James: he p ro tes ted  against the p rov is ion  on 22 F e b ru a ry  1540,
p o in tin g  out th a t the  extension of the time fo r  ro ya l recom m endation
g ra n te d  in  1535 had not been observed. ’D ry b u rg h ’ he said ‘is
exposed to English a tta c ks  and th e re fo re  re q u ire s  a man not o n ly  to
ru le  th e  c lo is ter b u t to  ac t outside i t  w ith  reso lu tio n , l ib e ra lity  and  
13ju d g m e n t.’ This f i r s t  le t te r  on the s u b jec t was com parative ly  mild. 
O nly on 4 May did James b lu n tly  make th e  p o in t to Paul I I I  th a t  ‘a t  
no time was i t  possible, o r can i t  in  fu tu re  be possible, to a lte r  his  
p lan , hav ing  satis fied  th e  conditions of th e  in d u lt b y  recom m ending
^  8 Novem ber (Reg. Supp. 2354, f.212-212v: P rovis ion  (Reg. V at. 1707, 
f .4 5 -4 5 v ). For W auchope’s career, see J .D u rka n , ‘R obert 
Wauchope, A rchb ishop of Arm agh’. IR , i (1950), 48-66.
^  D u rkan , ib id . 50.
^  Provis ion  was made on 8 Nov. 1539 (Reg. Vat. 1694, f.244 -244v ;
Reg. Vat. 1707, f .4 5 -4 7 v ).
^  James V L etter s , p .392-3.
w ith in  due tim e.’^  The tone of su b seq u en t le tte rs  became more
s tr id e n t as James perem ptorily  re fu sed  de lay , lay in g  increasing
em phasis on the  p riv ileg es  of the crow n on w hich  po in t he w ished
15th e  pope to be c lear, and on his fa ith fu ln e s s  to the  papacy. This  
approach  was one w hich James co nsis ten tly  used in  his dealings w ith  
both  Clement V I I  and Paul I I I .  I t  is not d if f ic u lt  to see th e  ve iled  
th re a ts  behind the  conventional courtesies o f the  k in g ’s le tte rs  on 
th is  m atter. E ven tu a lly , on 6 May 1541, E rs k in e  was papally  p ro v id ed  
in  commendam to the  a b b a c y .^  Wauchope, how ever, did not 
im m ediately g ive up. In  a petition  of 25 J a n u a ry  1544, he asked fo r  
p ro ro g a tio n  of the  provision  fo r two years  beyond the th re e  yea r  
p erio d  a f te r  which E rs k in e ’s possession would be reg ard ed  as va lid  i f
i n
unchallenged . Paul I I I ,  however, seems to have accepted James’s
demands, fo r  th is  p e titio n  was unsuccessfu l and E rsk in e  re ta in e d  th e
m onastery. Wauchope’s attem pt to obta in  th e  benefice flic k e re d  in to
life  again  in  1549 when he objected to E rs k in e ’s p rov is ion  on th e
18grounds th a t he had made m arriage vows, b u t th e re  is no sign th a t  
th is  p ers is tence paid any d iv idends fo r  th e  ab b ey  rem ained w ith  the  
E rsk in e  fam ily , and two years la te r Wauchope was dead. In  some 
w ays, i t  is s u rp ris in g  th a t Paul made the  p ro v is io n  of Wauchope in  
th e  f i r s t  place since i t  breached the specific  provisions of th e  1535 
In d u lt . More g e n era lly , the  case can be seen as a  th ro w -b a c k  to th e  
disputes  o f the fifte e n th  c en tu ry  when the  papacy made determ ined
^  ib id . p .398.
15 ib id , p .400,405,410-1,416.
16 P rovis ion  (Reg. Lat. 1730, f,1 6 -2 1 v ; PRO 3 1 /1 0 -1 4 /1 0 8 ). On 5 June,
he prom ised to pay the  common serv ices  and the  bulls  w ere  
re leased (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 1 7 ).
17 Reg. Supp. 2524, f . l 88v .
18 v
14 F e b ru a ry  (Reg. Supp. 2652, f . 190-190 ). Thomas had by th en  
been succeeded by his b ro th er, John. (See below, p .92).
60.
e ffo rts  to ap p o in t its  own candidates ag ain s t those of the k in g . What
is unusual here  is th a t, w hereas most o f the e a rlie r d isputes had
arisen  a t moments of weakness or in s ta b ility  in governm ent, th is  one
developed a t a time when James V was firm ly  in  contro l of po licy.
What is eq u a lly  s ig n ific a n t, and less s u rp ris in g , is th a t ro y a l
a u th o rity  when tes ted , p roved  its  power.
There  is a second, i f  less determ ined, instance of a papal
a ttem pt to p ro v id e  its  own nominee ag ain st James V ’s wishes. When
James nominated William Colville to the  abbacy of Culross in  1531, he
stated th a t he had heard  th a t Culross had been g iven in  commendam
to S ixtus Zucchellus. James asked Clement V II  to an n u l th is
provision , saying  th a t ‘his position w ill not perm it him to g ive in
even o ver the  least o f the  prelacies.* James o ffered , a lth o u g h  i t  is
d o ubtfu l how serio u s ly  th is  o ffe r  was made, a pension to S ixtus from
1 9the  next vacan t p re lacy . In  any case, th e re  is no fu r th e r  mention  
of S ixtus in  re la tio n  to Culross and c le a rly  royal a u th o rity  had been 
v in d icated .
I t  also seems q u ite  possible th a t the  papacy may have p u t
fo rw ard  its  own cand idate  against a ro y a l nominee when th e  abbacy
of Inchcolm  fe ll vacan t in  1532, a lthough  th e re  is no d ire c t evidence
to su p p o rt th is  contention . James nominated R ichard A bercrom bie, a
canon of the  o th e r A ugustin ian  house of Cam buskenneth fo r  the
20benefice on 17 A p ril. Late in  A ugust, he wrote again to Clem ent
V I I  saying th a t he had been asked b y  the  convent not to  ap p o in t
anyone who was not o f the  o rd er. He had heard , since he had
nominated R ichard , th a t  Bartholomew de F e rra r iis  had p e titio n ed  fo r
21the m onastery and he p ro tested  ag a in s t th is . The re co rd s  of
1 Aug. 1531 (James V L e tte rs . 195-6).
20 James V L e tte rs . 219.
21 23 Aug. ( ib id .. 227 -8 ).
C lem ent’s p o n tifica te  may th row  g re a te r  l ig h t  on th is  dispute: i t  may 
w ell be th a t  the  pope had p ro v id ed  Bartholom ew to  the  abbacy. 
H ow ever, R ichard  was adm itted to  th e  tem pora lities  o f the  abbey on
10 F e b ru a ry  1533 and the  a ttem p t to  th w a r t  th e  k in g ’s nomination
22again  fa iled : Abercrombie held the  abbey  in  name u n til 1543 and
th e n  re s ig n e d , re ta in in g  a ll the reven u es  and  f r u its  and the  t it le  of 
ab b o t t i l l  h is death in  1549.22
T h e re  w ere several o th e r occasions when some s o rt o f challenge  
was made to  the  royal r ig h t  o f nom ination, a lth o u g h  th e re  is no 
in d ica tio n  of th e  extent, i f  any, to w hich th e  papacy was invo lved  in  
these cases. James specifica lly  claimed th a t th e  In d u lt  was being  
in fr in g e d  d u rin g  a dispute o ver the  p r io ry  o f W hithorn  in  1533. This  
had a lre a d y  been a cause o f d ispu te  a f te r  F lodden w hen Leo X had 
p ro v id ed  th e  C ardinal of Cortona in  opposition to  A lb a n y ’s nominee, 
A lexander S tew art, his n a tu ra l b ro th e r. 2^ The p r io ry  was 
su b seq u en tly  held by Gavin D unbar and, on his prom otion to Glasgow 
in  1524, th e  influence of Malcolm, Lord  Flem ing, obta ined  the  p r io ry  
fo r  his n a tu ra l b ro th e r, N inian Flem ing, n o tw ith s tan d in g  an 
a lte rn a tiv e  candidate p u t fo rw a rd  by  the  co n ven t and supported by  
ro y a l le tte rs . The o rig in a l papal nominee had not e n tire ly  
d isap p eared , fo r  the C ard inal o f Cortona w hile  re s ig n in g  in  fa v o u r  
both o f D unbar and Fleming had a p p a re n tly  re ta in e d  some financia l
nr
in te re s t in  th e  p rio ry . F lem ing ’s o r ig in a l p ro v is io n  had been as 
commendator; a fte r  several y e a rs ’ s tu d y  in  P aris , how ever, he
22 RSS, i i ,  no. 1501.
22 See below, p.87.
24 Cowan, Patronage, p rov is ion  and re s e rv a tio n  , 80.
nr
G.Donaldson, ’The bishops and p rio rs  o f W h ith o rn ’, TDGNHAS. 3rd  
s er., xxv ii (1950), 146-7; W igtow nshire C h rs .. 12,26,28.
assumed th e  h ab it w ith o u t rea liz in g  th a t th is  necessitated a new
p ro v is io n . This omission p rov ided  an opening fo r litig a tio n  a t Rome
by a n o th er contender, Abraham Vaus. Responding to the challenge in
a le t te r  of Ju ly  o r A ugust 1533, James V complained th a t Vaus was
in fr in g in g  th e  In d u lt  w hich gave the crown th e  r ig h t  to nom inate fo r
26e lec tive  benefices d u rin g  the  e ig h t months a fte r  vacancy. F lem ing
also endeavoured  to c o rre c t his e a rlie r  e r ro r  la te r the fo llow ing y e a r
27b y  p e titio n in g  fo r a new provision . The challenge to Flem ing was
u nsuccessfu l and he re ta in ed  possession despite Vaus’s lit ig a tio n ;
when he died in 1538, James nominated Malcolm Flem ing, dean of
D unblane and presum ably re la ted  to Lord Flem ing, fo r  the benefice
28on 2 J an u a ry  1539. A pension of 400 m erks Scots was so ught on
th e  f ru its  of the  benefice fo r  John E rsk in e , son of th e  ro y a l
s e c re ta ry , b u t th is  was la te r  tra n s fe rre d  to John Maxwell, son o f
Lord Maxwell, w arden of the Marches, whose lo ya lty  was p a r t ic u la r ly
re q u ire d  a t a time w hen the situation  on the  A ng lo -S cottish  b o rd e r  
29was u n settled . This nom ination was supported  by a p e titio n  from
30Malcolm him self and he was du ly  p ro v id ed  on 21 M arch. The
reasons fo r  Vaus’s a ttem p t to obtain  the  p r io ry  are unclear. These  
successful p rov is ions, how ever, illu s tra te  th e  e ffectiveness o f ro y a l 
pow er ag ain s t a c laim ant w ith o u t strong  su p p o rt, James’s need a t  th e
26 James v  .Letters» 246-7.
27 4 December 1534 (Reg. Supp. 2157, f .7 3 -7 3 v ).
oo
James V L e tte rs , p .362-3; fo r  Malcolm Flem ing, see M .D ilw orth , *The 
commendator system  in  Scotland’, IR , xxxvii (1986), 60.
29 James s le t te r  o f 8 Feb. 1539 specifica lly  stated th a t Maxwell was 
*a v ig orous w arden  on the  English m arches’. (James V L e tte rs . 
365).
30 Reg. Supp. 2326, f .4 0 -4 0 v ; Reg. Lat. 1694, f.234 -235v . The b u ll
g ra n tin g  Maxwell his pension is dated 27 A p ril (Reg. Lat. 1693, 
f.9 8 -1 0 0 v ). On 19 A ugust 1541, Fleming sought and obta ined  
prov is ion  in  p e rp e tu a l commendam (Reg. Supp. 2427, f.139 -140; 
Reg. Lat. 1735, f .6 6 -6 7 ).
same time to encourage b o rd e r fam ilies, w h ich  w ere v ita l in  th e
c o n tin u a l sk irm ish ing  w ith  E n g lish  forces, and th e  m anner in  w h ich
p a r t ic u la r  fam ilies w ere  estab lish ing  a p ro p r ie ta ry  in te re s t in  c e rta in
m onastic houses. -----------------  --------------
James V ’s nom ination of David P an iter to  the  p r io ry  o f St.
M a ry ’s Is le  was also challenged by  another candidate . The k in g
nom inated P an iter on 8 A p ril 1536, d escrib in g  him as a  b lood- 
31re la tio n . P an iter h im self petitioned  fo r p ro v is io n  a month la te r ,
g iv in g  th e  cause of vo idance as the  death of R o b ert E rsk in e , and was
32d u ly  p ro v id ed  b y  th e  pope. In  m id -J u ly , how ever, Nicholas
Williamson, a canon o f Holyrood, asked fo r  p ro v is io n  to th e  p r io ry ,
claim ing th a t the e lection  o f a p r io r  was the  p re ro g a tiv e  o f the  abbot
33and co n ven t of Holyrood and th a t th e y  had chosen him. I f
a ccu ra te , th is  suggests th a t the opposition to  th e  k in g  on th is
occasion came from th e  c h ap ter a t Holyrood exerc is ing  its  r ig h t  of
p re se n ta tio n  to a d ep en d en t p r io ry . On 28 A u g u st, how ever, James
w rote  to  th e  pope say ing  th a t he had le a rn t th a t  John Douglas had
so u g h t th e  p r io ry  and he asked th a t any g ra n t to  Douglas should be 
34an n u lled . There  is no e x tan t record  of th is  p e titio n  from  Douglas  
in  the  re g is te r  o f supp lications, so the deta ils  o f the case rem ain  
obscure. Opposition to  th e  nomination of a man like  David P an ite r, 
who was a ro ya l s e rv a n t, would take  some determ ination . I t  is ju s t  
possible th a t  the pope was opposed to the  appo in tm ent, a lth o u g h  the  
fa c t th a t  P an iter rece ived  papal p rov is ion  as a  re s u lt  of his p e titio n  
a rg u es  s tro n g ly  a g a in s t th is . In  any case, P a n ite r obliged h im self
31 James V L e tte rs , p.315.
32 9 May (Reg. Supp. 2213, f.257 -257v ; P rovis ion  (Reg. Vat. 1458,
f.121 -125 ).
33 13 J u ly  (Reg. Supp. 2217, f.3 2 v -3 3 v ).
3  ^ Jam es V L etter s . 322.
fo r  th e  annates o f th e  p r io ry  la te r in  1536, and i t  is c lear th a t ro ya l
35wishes w ere again  successful.
The p r io ry  of A rdchattan  was also th e  su b jec t of a d ispute  in  
1537. On 6 A p ril, John Campbell, a canon o f Lismore, petitioned  fo r  
p ro v is io n  to th e  p r io ry , saying th a t i t  had been u n law fu lly  detained
O C
by Duncan M acarth ur. T h a t th is  was n o t th e  whole s to ry  becomes 
c le a r in  a le t te r  from  James V to Paul I I I  one yea r la te r. According  
to th is  account, Duncan had been la w fu lly  promoted by James IV  
t h i r t y  years  before. There  was some in te rn a l dissension between  
M a c arth u r, who was now an old man, and Campbell, whom Duncan  
believed  to be incom petent. James, who took M acarth u r *s side in  the
o n
d isp u te , consequently  opposed Cam pbell’s p e titio n . I t  is h ig h ly
u n lik e ly  th a t the  papacy was in vo lved  in  a n y  w ay in  th is  d ispute .
Much more p ro b ab ly , i t  had its  roots in  personal anim osities, o r was
possib ly  connected in  some way w ith  local re lationsh ips on the
w estern  seaboard. The k in g  may have become invo lved  because ties
betw een Campbell and the A rg y ll fam ily  e leva ted  a minor d ispute  to  a
more im portan t leve l so fa r  as a u th o r ity  in  th e  w est was concerned.
In  fa c t, Campbell appears to have o b ta in ed  the p r io ry  w ith  the
38s u p p o rt o f the crown in  1545, fo llow ing M a c a rth u r ’s death.
A nother benefice where some d if f ic u lty  arose o ver the  provision  
was a t K ilw inning, w hich was held b y  A lexan d er Hamilton up to  1541, 
alth o u g h  in  th is  case, i t  is not e n tire ly  c e rta in  th a t th e re  re a lly  was 
a d ispute  o ver possession. Ham ilton had e a rlie r  been fo rced , 
a p p a re n tly  by papal p ressu re , to re sc in d  a  w ritte n  compact w ith
35 11 Nov. (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /4 7 ).
36 Reg. Supp. 2245, f,187 -187v .
37 9 A p ril 1538 (James V -Letters, 345-6 ).
3® See below, p .8 6 .
James, e a rl of A rra n  and S ir  James Hamilton of F in n a r t  th a t th e ir
39nominee should succeed him. On 13 F e b ru a ry  1541, James V w rote
to Paul I I I  exp la in ing  th a t Hamilton had decided to re s ig n  in fa v o u r
of H en ry  S in c la ir, a canon of Glasgow, w h ils t re ta in in g  a ll the fru its
40of the  ab b acy , his a u th o r ity  and the  r ig h t of reg ress . The req u es t
was rep ea te d  by James a t th e  v e ry  end of the y e a r .44 S in c la ir was
also a ju d g e  of Session and c le a rly  in  royal fa v o u r. Hamilton and
42S in c la ir jo in t ly  repeated  the  req u es t in a petition  of 1 May 1542;
H enry  was p ro v id ed  in commendam on th a t day w h ile  a separate  bu ll
g ran ted  A lexander his pension -  essentia lly  the re te n tio n  o f the  ru le
of the m onastery  and its  revenues  and fru its  fo r l i fe .43 How ever, by
Septem ber, S in c la ir was ask ing  fo r  prorogation  of th e  p rov is ion  on
the g rounds th a t he was unable to publish the res ig n a tio n  and his
44p ro v is io n , and was th e re fo re  unable to obtain the abbacy. The
death of the  k ing  makes i t  d iff ic u lt  to assess his p a r t  in  the  m atter.
Both Ham ilton and S in c la ir prom ised to pay the common services fo r
the re g re s s  and the  commend resp ective ly  in  F e b ru a ry  1543,
45A lexander being described th en  as the form er abbot of K ilw inning.
In  1545, how ever, Hamilton set the whole revenues of th e  abbey to
S in c la ir fo r  5 years  fo r  1000 m erks annually . Th is  appears  to be
3  ^ St. A ndrew s Form ulare . I I ,  25-37. The date must be p r io r  to 
F e b ru a ry  1539 since R obert Montgom ery, bishop of A rg y ll, 
d eputed  to hear and ju d g e  the case, was dead b y  th en .
40 James V Let t ers» 419.
41 30 Decem ber, James V Lette rs , 434.
42 Reg. Supp. 2454, f . l9 0 -1 9 0 v .
43 S in c la ir ’s prov is ion  (Reg. Vat. 1610, f. 193-196); Ham ilton’s pension
(Reg. Lat. 1719, f . l6 1 -1 6 2 v ).
44 27 Sept. (Reg. Supp. 2469, f.209-209v ).
4  ^ 27 Feb. Ham ilton’s ob ligatio n  (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 2 2 -3 );  S in c la ir  (PRO 
3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 2 3 -4 ).
46 20 A p r il (ADCPT p .563 -4 ).
th e  f ir s t  p o in t a t w hich S incla ir was ab le  to  ob ta in  an y th in g  tang ib le
from  the arran g em en t, a lthough he had to pay  severa l pensions to
members of vario u s  Hamilton fam ilies  from  these revenues. This
s ituation  continued  fo r  f iv e  years  u n t il  S in c la ir was described in  1550
as res ig n in g  th e  m onastery in  fa v o u r  o f a n o th er member o f the
Hamilton fam ily  in  Gavin Ham ilton ,47 who re ta in e d  i t  u n til a f te r  the
Reform ation. An arrangem ent w hich appears  o r ig in a lly  to  have been
a s tra ig h tfo rw a rd  a ttem p t to secure th e  succession b y  a  res ignation
w ith  re te n tio n  o f both a u th o rity  and th e  reven u es , in  p rac tice , took
severa l years  to  become e ffe c tive  and  did so th e n  in  a d iffe re n t
form . I t  is c e rta in ly  u n lik e ly , h o w ever, th a t Paul I I I  was invo lved  in
an y  way in  these events.
In  o n ly  th re e  o f these d isputes  -  D ry b u rg h , Culross and
Inchcolm  -  is i t  reasonably c e rta in  th a t  the papacy was ta k in g  an
active  p a rt in  an y  opposition to ro y a l nominees. I t  is d if f ic u lt  to
believe th a t e ith e r  Clement V II  o r Paul I I I  had s tro n g  hopes o f being
able successfu lly  to p ro v id e  one of th e ir  own nominees to a monastic
house, a lthough  i t  is possible th a t Paul I I I  d id believe th a t, in  the
circum stances, Wauchope m ight be allowed to re ta in  D ry b u rg h . That
th e  pope g e n era lly  had more re a lis tic  aims is suggested b y  the
events  a fte r  th e  vacancy a t Kelso in  1534. In  a p e titio n  of 12
Jan u ary  1535, asking fo r  prov is ion  fo r  his son James S te w a rt (the
e ld er of th a t name) to  the  m onastery , James V tr ie d  to  fre e  Kelso
from  a t leas t 100 ducats of the  pension prom ised to S ixtus Zucchellus
48in  recognition  o f his services a t  Rome to the  Scottish  crow n, and
47 10 A p ril (RSS. iv , no.644); I.B .Cow an and D.E.Easson, M edieval
Religious Houses. Scotland. 2nd ed ., (London, 1975), 69. Gavin  
Hamilton and H en ry  S in c la ir exchanged th e  d ean ery  o f Glasgow  
and th e  abbacy o f K ilw inn ing  (see also E as ii, 156).
4® Reg. Supp. 2162, f.7 9 -79 v . The k in g  had p rev io u s ly  asked, on 31 
Oct. 1534, th a t his n a tu ra l son, James, should be p ro v id ed  to
th is  appears to have been accepted by the  pope. W ithin th ree  years , 
how ever, James S tew art was also t ry in g  to fre e  the  m onastery of the
1 Q
rem aining 100 ducats. This o b jective  was supported  by his fa th e r ,
who o ffe re d  to cancel th e  pension on the fru its  o f Kelso by p ayin g
50500 aureos solares  in a le t te r  to  S ixtus dated 28 F e b ru a ry  1538,
51and th is  o ffe r  was accepted b y  S ixtus la te r th a t y e a r /  The a ttem pt
by both Clement V I I  and Paul I I I  to obtain  a pension fo r Sixtus from
severa l benefices in tu rn  was a long drawn ou t a ffa ir ,  w ith  James V
52c le a rly  avo id ing commitment and paym ent a t e v e ry  o p p o rtu n ity . On
th is  occasion, as w ith  th e  b ishopric  of Aberdeen in  1532, i t  was
unsuccessfu l. Thus, even the  modest attem pt by the  papacy to
obtain  some financia l b e n e fit from  the remains of its  a u th o rity  was
not a success. The a p p are n t w illingness w ith  w hich the pension was
g iven  up may ind icate  a re la tiv e  lack of enthusiasm  or conviction a t
Rome about the value of such pensions.
I t  is c lear th a t ro y a l a u th o rity  was adequate to m aintain the
ro ya l r ig h t  of nomination in  norm al conditions against opposition from
the papacy. These w ere the  on ly  instances d u rin g  James’s re ig n
when a th re a t of any k in d  was posed to his nominations to monastic
houses. B ut the fin an c ia l needs of the  Scottish crown demanded a
more d ire c t use of the pow er of nomination. This was achieved by
James V th ro u g h  the nom ination of his illeg itim ate  sons to severa l o f
the  rich e s t Scottish houses. He obtained a dispensation from Clement
V II  in  A ugust 1534 fo r  th re e  of his illeg itim ate  sons to take  holy
th e  abbacy in commendam w ith o u t m entioning th is  pension  
(James v...Ls.tt£rs> 279).
49 3 Aug. 1537 (Reg. Supp. 2254, f.87).
50 James V L e tte rs . 341-2 .
51 25 J u ly  (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /8 9 ).
52 James V L etters , passim.
o rd ers  and hold incom patib le benefices, h a v in g  sought th is  p r iv ile g e
53from  the  pope o ver a  yea r e a r lie r . Th is  g ra n t was a fu r th e r  
example o f the  p ressu re  James was ab le  to  b rin g  to bear on th e  
papacy, ta k in g  ad van tag e  of th e  a c tiv itie s  o f his uncle, H en ry  V I I I .  
L o ya lty  on the  p a r t  o f James demanded ju s t  rew ard  from  th e  papacy  
and th is  d ispensation was p a r t  o f th e  rew ard  sought. James’s 
solution not on ly  coincided w ith  h is g en era l conservatism  in  re lig io u s  
m atters  b u t was a more rea lis tic  one th an  th a t  of his uncle in  p u re ly  
fin an c ia l term s. By th e  p ro v is io n  o f his illeg itim ate sons, James 
re g u la r ly  obtained th e  su b stan tia l reven u es  o f these houses. Bishop  
Lesley claimed indeed th a t these reven u es  w ere  of g re a te r p ro f it  to  
him than  ’a ll the  whole revenues  o f th e  cro w n *.^4 As has been  
rem arked in  an o th er context, i t  ’m eant th e  p o ssib ility  o f tap p in g  th e  
c h u rc h ’s w ealth w ith o u t d e s tro y in g  th e  re s e rv o ir  from  w hich  i t  
f lo w e d * ,^  and h e re in  lies its  essentia l d iffe ren ce  from  the  p o licy  
followed south o f th e  b o rd er.
This policy may be illu s tra te d  by  th e  provision  of two o f these  
sons to Holyrood in  1538. In  o rd e r  to  do th is , James had to move 
R obert Cairncross from  the  abbacy to th e  vacan t bishopric o f Ross.
On 16 December, th e  k in g  recommended R o b ert S tew art, an illeg itim a te  
son, fo r  the  abbacy. He spoke in  his le t te r  of his n a tu ra l a ffe c tio n  
fo r  his ch ild ren  and, ra th e r  less c o n v in c in g ly , of his devotion to  th e  
a u th o rity  of the  ecclesiastical o rd e r. C o n c u rre n tly , in a n o th er le t te r
^  27 Feb. 1533 (James V L e tte rs . 235). F o r b r ie f  details, see
M.Mahoney ’The Scottish  H ie ra rc h y  1513-1565*, 50; W .J.Anderson  
’Rome and Scotland, 1513-1625’, Essavs on the  Scottish  
Reform ation, ed. D .M cRoberts, 469.
54 Lesley, H is to ry . 154-5.
^  W .Stanford Reid ’C lerica l taxation*, C atholic H istorical R eview , vo l.35  
(1948), 135.,
See above, p .38.
to Paul I I I ,  he suggested th a t i f  R obert was too young, he being 4,
57he would o ffe r  his e ld er b ro th e r John, who was 6. Th is  nom ination
was su p ported  by  a ro ya l p e titio n  on R obert’s behalf, and he was
58p ro v id ed  as commendator 14 A p ril 1539.
This m anoeuvre was rep eated  on two fu r th e r  occasions w ith
th e  abbacy of Melrose and the  p r io ry  o f St. Andrews. The vacancy
a t Melrose in  1541 was created  by the  promotion of A ndrew  D u ry  to
59the see of Galloway. James S te w a rt, the e ld er illeg itim ate  son of
th a t name and a lre a d y  commendator of Kelso, was nom inated on 3 Ju ly
1541 and p ro v id ed  in commendam on 22 A ugust, being ab o u t 12 a t the  
fintime. As some form  of com pensation, Andrew  obta ined  the
re se rv a tio n  of a pension of 1000 m erks Scots from th e  f ru its  of 
fi 1Melrose. The promotions did not go a lto g e th er sm oothly fo r , in
November of th a t yea r, James V p ro tes ted  th a t cu ria l o ffic ia ls  w ere
demanding too g re a t a prom otion tax, and complained th a t the
alienation  of p ro p e rty  in  the  neighbourhood of the abbey , w hich  had
reduced its  va lue , and th e  constan t expense fo r  the  abbot in
m aintain ing th e  rem aining p ro p e rty  made it  necessary th a t the
fi9excessive demands of the  c u ria  should be reduced. C le a rly  James 
was determ ined to obta in  th e  maximum financ ia l ad van tag e  from  the  
appointm ent o f his sons to m onasteries, and his successors adopted
57 James V L e tte rs , p .357-8 .
58 Reg. Supp. 2326, f .l2 4 v -1 2 6 ; P rovis ion  (Reg. Vat. 1523, f .5 9 -6 0 );
PRO 3 1 /9 -6 5 /3 2 , noting  th e  prom ise to pay the common serv ices , 
gives th e  date of p ro v is io n  as 15 March 1549, b u t th is  m ust be 
an e rro r ;  p re ce p t of admission to the tem poralities , 18 Aug.
1539 (RSS. ii, no.3127).
See above, p.38.
Nomination (James V L e tte rs . 425); Provision (Reg. Lat. 1730, f .2 7 2 -  
274, f.3 0 9 -3 1 2 v ).
61 Reg. Vat. 1644, f.46 -48 ; PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 4 7 .
6  Novem ber (James V L e tte r s . 433).
th e  same policy: Andrew  D u ry  indeed experienced  considerable
d if f ic u lty  in  extracting  his pension: in 1544, M ary  o f Guise complained  
to  th e  pope th a t Andrew was pushing fo r  his pension and asked th a t
fiO
he be censured.
The vacancy in  the b ishopric  o f M oray in  1538 provided an  
o p p o rtu n ity  fo r the k in g , by moving P a tr ic k  H ep b u rn  to the n o rth e rn  
see, to  obtain  the p r io ry  of St. Andrew s fo r  James 'ju n io r ’ , la te r  the
C A
e a rl o f Moray. He was nom inated to the  p r io ry  in  March on the
grounds th a t the ro yal d ig n ity  of the nominee would be advantageous
65in  re s tra in in g  the P ro testan t contagion: he was six years old.
Young James was g iven papal p rov is ion  as commendator on 14 June
w ith  the  proviso th a t a bishop or abbot should be appointed to
fifiad m in is te r the monastery u n til his fo u rte e n th  yea r.
James obtained the p r io ry  of Coldingham  fo r  another n a tu ra l
son, John, who was e ig h t years old in  1541, by ob ta in in g  the tra n s fe r
of Adam Blacader, the ex is ting  commendator, to  the  abbacy of
D u n d ren n an , which was its e lf vacan t by th e  death  o f Henry Wemyss,
bishop of W hithorn and commendator o f th e  abbey. In  the
nom ination, dated 3 Ju ly , he sought perm ission fo r  th e  adm in istra tors
to lease the teinds of both Coldingham and Melrose fo r n ineteen
years  o r to  set the lands in  feu farm , an in d ica tio n  of the tre n d
tow ards  the  secularization of monastic reven u es  a t a local leve l in
^  15 October (SRO, E lphinstone MS (S P 1 /2 ), f5 , no. 106. The E nglish  
ra id s  on the borders  w ere g iven  as th e  reason fo r not w ish ing  
to  pay the pension. I t  was s till causing tro u b le  on 4 
Septem ber 1546, when a commission was s ittin g  re g ard in g  the  
pension (Reg. Supp. 2581, f.124).
64 See above, p .37.
65 1 M arch 1538 (James V L e tte rs . 343).
Reg. Vat. 1511, f. 156-158. In  a p e titio n  dated  on 30 Septem ber, 
James adm itted an e r ro r  in  the s ta ted  va lu e  of the  m onastery, 
i t  being given as £400 s te rlin g  instead  of £1000 s terlin g  and  
sought a new p ro v is io n  (Reg. Supp. 2307, f . l2 4 v -1 2 5 v ).
o rd e r to  obtain  ready finance, w hich was becoming increasing ly  
fi7common. Once again, the ro ya l connection was p u t fo rw ard  as a 
l ik e ly  b ar to the  spreading of the P ro te s tan t h eresy  in to  southern
C O
Scotland. This provides a fu r th e r  illu s tra tio n  of James’s policy of
p u tt in g  p ressu re  on the papacy to e x tra c t maximum financ ia l ben efit
from  th e  u n certa in  relig ious s ituation . The ro y a l recommendation was
s u p p o rted  by  a petition  in the names of both B lacader and John, and
papal p ro v is io n  in commendam was g iven  to John on 16 August 
691541. In  ach ieving  th is  tra n s fe r , James found i t  exped ient to make
some fin a n c ia l concessions, bu t not to th e  papacy. A pension of 400
m erks Scots reserved  annually  on the fru its  of D undrennan  fo r John
70Maxwell was tra n s fe rre d  to Coldingham , and B lacader was g ranted  
the  r ig h t  to u p lif t  a rre a rs  due to him w h ils t he was commendator of
Coldingham  and to re ta in  the fru its  of the  p r io ry  up  to the date of
71p u b lica tio n  of his D undrennan bull. I t  should be noted th a t
Coldingham was b u rn t by H e rtfo rd  in  1542 and occupied by the
72English  fo r  a period in  1544 and 1545. W hether the  te inds were  
a lre a d y  leased, as was proposed in  th e  1541 le t te r  of nomination, in  
w hich case the  financia l re tu rn  to the  crow n was guaranteed , or
fi7 M .H.B.Sanderson, Scottish R ura l Society in  th e  s ix teen th  c e n tu ry  
(E d in b u rg h , 1982), 67-75, 189-90.
68 James V L e tte rs , p .426-7.
69 Reg. Supp. 2434, f.237-238; P rovis ion  (Reg. Vat. 1590, f.5 1 v -5 4 ).
John S tew art obliged him self fo r  th e  annates on 17 Ju ly  1542, 
h av in g  a lready  paid 6 ducats on 4 J u ly  (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 3 9 -1 4 0 );  
St. A. Form ., ii, 139-43.
70 16 A u gust 1541 (Reg. Lat. 1729, f.365v -3 6 8 v ).
71 16 Aug. 1541 (Reg. Vat. 1590, f .4 7 -5 1 ).
72 Cowan and Easson, M edieval Religious Houses. S cotland . 57.
w h eth er the  crow n bore the  fin a n c ia l loss w hich these a ttacks  must
73have occasioned is not known.
The need fo r  an abbot o f ro y a l blood was again emphasised in  
th e  e arlie s t o f James V ’s nom inations o f his sons, th a t o f the  e ld er  
James S tew art to  the abbacy o f Kelso, dated 31 O ctober 1534,74
nr
supported  b y  a p e tition  e a rly  th e  fo llow ing  year. The abbacy was
vacan t due to the  death of Thomas K er, th e  previous holder. Exactly
a month la te r , confirm ation was sought and made of a ll the  p riv ileg es
7fig ran ted  to the  abbey by S cottish  k in g s  and popes. More
in te re s tin g , how ever, is the successfu l a ttem p t to c lear the  abbacy of
th e  pension owed to S ixtus Zucchellus on the  fru its  of the  
77m onastery. The tem poralities w ere  f in a lly  g ranted  to James S tew art
78on 17 A ugust 1539. The fa c t th a t th e  fru its  w ere leased in  tack to
Hamilton of S anquhar in  1541 suggests  th a t  the  crown was becoming
79s till more in  need of money.
While James V c lea rly  sought these benefices fo r  his sons 
because of th e  revenues th e y  could b r in g , he also saw th e  need to 
m aintain the  economic v ia b ility  o f th e  re lig io u s  houses them selves as 
a source of fu tu re  revenue. For th a t  reason, adm in is tra to rs  were
n o
For a b r ie f account, see M .D ilw orth , 'Coldingham  P rio ry  and the  
Reformation: notes on monks and  p r io rs ’. I .R .. xxiii (1972), 126- 
7. Much of the Coldingham lan d  was feued in  th e  1550s by  
John S tew ard  (Sanderson, S co ttish  Rural Society. 97).
74 James V L e tte rs . 279.
75 12 Jan. 1535 (Reg. Supp. 2162), f .7 9 -7 9 v ).
76 12 Feb. (Reg. Supp. 2163, f.8 3 v -8 4 ; Reg. Lat. 1635, f . l8 1 -1 8 3 v ). He
promised to pay the  common serv ices  w ith in  a y ea r on 18 Feb., 
and the  fu lls  were released (PRO 3 1 /9 -6 5 /2 6 ).
77 See above, p .66.
78 RSS, ii, no.3126.
79 E £ £ , n , no.3155; ADCP. 638; Ham ilton also adm in istered the  a ffa irs  
of Melrose, the o th e r ab b ey  he ld  b y  James S tew art (Sanderson, 
Scottish R ura l S ociety . 71).
ap p o in ted  to ru n  the  houses u n til the  c h ild re n  w ere of an age to
take  personal charge. Hamilton of S an q u h ar, noted above in
connection w ith  Kelso, was adm in is tra to r o f M elrose on behalf o f the
80e ld e r  James S tew art. A lexander M yln, th e  d is tingu ished  abbot o f
C am buskenneth, was also adm in is tra to r fo r  R o b ert S tew art a t Holyrood
and fo r  the younger James S tew art a t St. A ndrew s. John P h ilp ,
a b b o t o f L indores, fu lf ille d  th a t function  fo r  James S tew art the e ld e r
01
a t th e  abbey of Kelso.
H aving placed his sons in some o f th e  r ich e s t m onasteries,
James did how ever also use such benefices to re w a rd  his governm ent
o ffic ia ls . Gavin D unbar, when a lread y  A rchb isho p  of Glasgow and
C hancellor o f Scotland, was nominated to th e  ab b acy  of In c h a ffra y  in  
82M arch 1538: besides his obvious pu b lic  serv ices , he had been
James’s tu to r , a fa c t which James m entioned in  his le t te r  of
oo
nom ination. He was p ro v id ed  in  commendam on 29 Ju ly .
David P an iter who, as has been seen, was prov ided  to  the
p r io ry  of St. M a ry ’s Is le  in  1536, was a n o th e r ro y a l s e rv a n t who
e v e n tu a lly  became s ec re ta ry  in 1543. E a r lie r , how ever, he was
nom inated by James V as successor to th e  ab b o t o f Cam buskenneth
on 7 A ugust 1534. I t  was stated th a t his fa th e r  had p rev io u s ly  been
commendator of the  abbey, b u t James hoped th a t th is  would no t be 
84an im pedim ent. He claimed th a t th is  nom ination was made on th e  
gro u n d s  of the  age of th e  incum bent abbot, A lexander M yln. In  fa c t,
80 Sanderson, Scottish R ura l Society, 71.
8  ^ D ilw o rth , 'Coldingham p r io ry ’ , 58 n.69.
82 11 M arch (James Y .Letters , 344).
83 PRO 3 1 /1 0 -14 /1 02 . He promised to pay th e  common services on 19 
A ugust and the  bu lls  were released. (PRO 3 1 /9 -6 5 /2 8 -2 9 ).
84 James V L e tte rs , 273. His fa th e r, P a tr ic k , also preceded him as 
s e c re ta ry , holding th a t post from  1506 to  1519.
A lexander lived  u n til 1548, and it  was not u n til then  th a t David
h im self pe titioned  fo r, and received, papal p ro v is io n  in  commendam on
8514 O ctober, by  which time he had risen  to be bishop of Ross.
The su p p o rt g iven  b y  James V to David Beaton in  his attem pts
to secure the  f ru its  o f A rb ro a th  p rovide  a fu r th e r  example of the
k in g  re w a rd in g  a c iv il se rv a n t in th is  w ay. The house was the
r ic h e s t in  Scotland, and David and his uncle, James, had been in
86dispute  re g a rd in g  the fru its  fo r some time. David was p ro v id ed  to
87the  abbacy as commendator on 26 June 1524, bu t the d ispute
continued  u n til 1535. James Beaton appears to have attem pted to
obta in  some am plification  of the a rran g em en t by w hich he would
obtain  reg ress  to the abbacy in the even t o f a vacancy: he w ished to
get re g res s  reg ard less  of the manner in w hich  th e  abbacy became
vacan t, w hereas the  o rig in a l a rrangem ent had been th a t he would
obtain  reg ress  only i f  David died. This may o r may not have been
prom pted b y  the fac t th a t David was evad ing  paym ent of ha lf the
fru its  o f the abbacy to his uncle as had been s tip u la ted  in  the
o rig in a l res ignation . In  the  middle of 1534, James Beaton revo ked  a
res ig n a tio n  of the benefice which he had made in  M arch 1533 in  
88fa v o u r o f David. The k in g , how ever, c le a rly  su p ported  David and  
the litig a tio n  was a p p a re n tly  b ro u g h t to an end in  1535 when a 
concord was agreed , confirm ation being obta ined  from  the  pope on 24
P etitio n  (Reg. Supp. 2646, f .2 v ); P rovision (Reg. Vat. 1682, f .2 7 4 -  
276v  , he prom ised to pay the common serv ices  on 19 November 
(PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 3 0 , and was adm itted to the  tem pora lities  on 3 
M arch 1549 (RSS. iv , no.136).
H erkless  and Hannay, Archbishops, IV , 9 ,12-13,220; S t. Andrew s  
Rentals > xx-xxi; A cta Sessionis. 25-32; ADCP, p.240;
M .H.B.Sanderson, C ard ina l of Scotland. 22-3 .
^  PRO 3 1 /9 -3 2 /2 5 -2 6 .
James V L e tte rs , 272,288,296; PRO 3 1 /9 —32/303 . For D av id ’s evasion  
of paym ent, see Sanderson, Cardinal o f S co tlan d . 22-23.
OQ
Septem ber. By th is  agreem ent, David was to  pay  1800 merks
an n u a lly  to  his uncle. His e a r lie r  conduct makes i t  h ig h ly  un like ly  
th a t James Beaton ever did rece ive  a n y th in g  like  the  fu ll financia l 
b e n e fit o f th is  agreem ent. James V s tro n g ly  su p p o rted  David whom 
he re g a rd e d  as an invaluab le  ad v iso r and servan t; m oreover, the  
k in g ’s an im osity  towards the  prim ate is c le a rly  in d ica ted  in royal 
le tte rs . Beaton had led c le rica l opposition to James’s policy of 
ecclesiastica l taxation in the e a r ly  1530s. These pos itive  and negative  
motives can both be seen behind the k in g ’s actions in th is  dispute  
o ver th e  r ic h e s t of the m onasteries.
I t  should be noted th a t James also gave ad d itio n a l support to  
the  men who had been displaced from  lu c ra tiv e  abbacies to make way 
fo r his illeg itim ate  sons by nom inating them to o th e r re lig ious  houses. 
P atrick  H ep b u rn , who was prom oted to the b ishopric  o f Moray, also 
rece ived  the  abbacy of Scone in 1538. James, in  his nomination dated
1 M arch, said th a t he would th u s  be more accessible fo r  a ffa irs  of
90 91state. He was provided  to th e  benefice on 14 Ju n e.' Robert
C airncross, having moved to the  see of Ross from  the abbey of
Holyrood, was sim ilarly  nominated by James V to the  abbacy of Fearn  
92on 9 M arch 1541. He him self pe titioned  the  pope to  the  same e ffec t
93in  the  fo llow ing month and was d u ly  p ro v id ed  on 16 A p ril.
The foregoing examination ind icates  th a t James V was active ly  
in vo lved  in  the  m ajority  of appointm ents to the  headships of monastic
89 Reg. Supp. 2190, f .5 v -6 ; Reg. Supp. 2192, f . l3 3 v -134; Reg. Vat.
1702, f.359-361v .
90 James V L e tte rs . 342-3.
Q1 PRO 3 1 /1 0 -1 4 /8 5 -8 6 . The tem pora lities  o f the  abbacy had a lready  
been gran ted  on 28 M arch (RSS. ii, no.2493).
92 James V L e tte rs , p .420-1.
9 3  v
16 A p ril. Petition (Reg. Supp. 2427, f.37  -3 8 ); P rovis ion  (Reg. Vat.
1591, f.5 0 -5 1 v ). In  th is  case, the tem pora lities  w ere not 
g ra n te d  u n til 21 October (RSS. ii, no.4267).
houses. Th is  was not always the case, how ever. In  some cases, th is
was presum ably  because th e y  w ere small re lig io u s  houses, va lued  a t
less th an  tw o hu n d red  flo rin s  and w ere  no t th e re fo re  su b jec t to
ro y a l recommendation. One example o f an appointm ent o f th is  k in d  is
th a t of Donald M acduffie  to the  H ebridean  p r io ry  o f Oronsay, a p r io ry
w hich paid annates as a prom otion tax  ra th e r  th an  common services.
M acduffie  was a  canon of the p r io ry  and may sim ply have been
elected b y  his colleagues in  A p ril 1538 when Donald M acPhail, his
94predecessor, resigned .
The lack  o f ro ya l invo lvem ent was also u n d ers tan d ab le  in  the
case of dep en d en t p rio ries , u su a lly  fille d  b y  nomination b y  the  
95m other house, a lthough the  ins tan ce  of the  p r io ry  o f St. M ary s 
Is le , quoted a t th e  beg inn ing  of th is  c h a p te r, shows th a t th is  did not 
alw ays fre e  such a benefice from  ro y a l in te re s t. Nor seem ingly, did  
these r ig h ts  o f the m other house p re v e n t ben efice -seekers  tak in g  
th e ir  cases to  Rome. There  was a d ispute  o v er the  p r io ry  of 
Restennet, a  dependent house of J ed b u rg h , d u rin g  Clement V I I ’s 
papacy w hen 3 candidates sought p ro v is io n  a t Rome in  th e  e arly  
1530s.96
The d ispu te  o ver the  p r io ry  o f B la n ty re , also depen dent on
Jed b u rg h , w h ich  began in  1536, was a long d ra w n -o u t a ffa ir .  E arly
in  Jan u ary , R obert Cottis had res ig n ed  th e  p r io ry  in  fa v o u r of
97William Cottis w ith  rese rva tio n  of th e  fru its  fo r  his lifetim e; th is  
was c le a rly  a case of the  fam ily  t r y in g  to secure its  own succession
94 28 A p ril (Reg. Supp. 2285, f.131-132; Reg. Vat. 1510, f.1 4 -1 5 ).
95 Cowan, ‘P atronage, p rov is ion  and re se rv a tio n *, 81.
96 Cowan, ib id . 81.
97 6 Jan. 1536 (Reg. Supp. 2224, f.8 8 v -8 9 ; PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /3 4 ); St.
A .Form , ii,  no.354. On 6th  June, he sought p ro ro g atio n  o f the  
prov is ion  because th e  papal le t te rs  had not reached Scotland  
w ith in  the  specified time (Reg. Supp. 2228, f,142v ).
in  th is  benefice. Almost seven months la te r , William resigned  in
fa v o u r  of R obert Cottis ju n io r  and to g eth er th e y  sought provision  fo r
98R obert, w hich was g ra n te d . Soon, how ever, th e re  were o th e r
claim ants: the f ir s t  signs of tro u b le  appeared on 15 December when
R obert asked fo r a new pro v is io n  in  commendam because the o r ig in a l
99one had not been unanim ously accepted. F ive days la te r, James
Salmond, a Scottish p ro c u ra to r in  Rome, who had p rev io u s ly  acted fo r
the yo u n g er R obert, th re w  his hat in to  the r in g , cJaiming th a t R obert
Cottis had died in a re s e rv e d  month. A year la te r, on 2 J a n u a ry
1538, John Donaldi, an A ugustin ian  canon, laid claim to the p r io ry ,
say ing  th a t he had rece ived  i t  by a u th o rity  of the o r d i n a r y . A
fo u r th  claim ant en te red  the  fie ld  when John M oncreif, sim ply
described  as a c le rk  of St. Andrews^ sought prov is ion  to the p r io ry
102fo u r months la te r. The d ispute in  fa c t continued u n til 1545,
ra th e r  su rp ris in g !} ' leav in g  M oncreif the v ic to r, one a t least o f th e  
Cottis fam ily having  indeed died in the  meantime."^ 98 The s u rv iv in g  
Cottis claim ants, William and R obert ju n io r rece ived  nothing fo r  th e ir  
e ffo rts  in seeking the  benefice. John Donaldi had ceded his r ig h t  in  
the  benefice sometime betw een 1541 and 1543, when he was
98 24 Ju ly  (Reg. Supp. 2223, f.202 -202v ; PRO 3 1 /9 -6 5 /1 2 7 ); Provis ion
(Reg. Vat. 1455, f.2 52 -2 5 5 ). See also St. A.Form , ii, no.355. He 
obliged fo r the annates on 6 December (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /4 7 ).
99 Reg. Supp. 2244, f.8 9 v -9 0 .
100 Reg. Supp. 2241, f.224v .
Reg. Supp. 2269, f.2 08 -2 0 8 v . Two o th er petitions from Donaldi a re  
re g is te re d , dated 18 J an u ary  (Reg. S u p p .2278, f.2 35 -2 3 5 v ) and
23 Jan u ary  (Reg. Supp. 2279, f.97v -9 8 ).
102 28 A p ril 1538 (Reg. Supp. 2298, f.4 2 v -4 3 ).
According to Reg. Supp. 2278, f.235 -235v , R obert Cottis senior 
had died in  O ctober o r November 1536, Reg. Supp. 2298, f .4 3 -  
43v , dated 27 A p r il 1538, is equivocal, s ta tin g  f ir s t  th a t R o b ert 
ju n io r  had d ied, th e n  th a t i t  may have been Robert senior. I t  
is in h e re n tly  more lik e ly  th a t the o lder man had died.
a p p a re n tly  bought o ff w ith  a pension o f £10 Scots. Salmond,
105how ever, did not y ie ld  his r ig h t  to th e  benefice u n til 1545, and
th e re  is no evidence th a t he obta ined an y  pension from  the revenues.
M oncre if him self died before  24 Septem ber 1547 when he was
1
succeeded by  John Roull, p r io r  o f P ittenw eem . What is unusual
about th is  case is th a t the d ispute  took place a t all. A lthough many
d epen dent p rio ries  w ere the  s u b je c t o f d ispute , th is  was not
107g en era lly  the case w ith  the depen dent houses of Jedbu rg h . On
th is  occasion, how ever, B lan ty re  seems to have e ffe c tiv e ly  escaped
from  J ed b u rg h ’s contro l and become th e  s u b jec t of considerable
litig a tio n . The connection w ith  the m other house may a lread y  have
108become tenuous in the 1530s, and i t  is not u n like ly  th a t the  
d is ru p tio n  caused by the Rough Wooing had been s u ffic ien t to loosen 
th e  ties  s till fu r th e r . Given the a d van tag e  which the  Cottis fam ily  
had in a lread y  holding the  benefice, i t  is perhaps s u rp ris in g  th a t 
M oncre if even tua lly  emerged as the v ic to r; th e re  is no obvious  
explanation fo r th is .
In  one o ther instance, the  ex is tin g  reco rd s  appear to ind icate  a 
lack of royal involvem ent, bu t i t  is not u n like ly  th a t th is  simply  
re flec ts  the loss of re le v a n t records . The tra n s fe r  of the abbacy of 
Culross from  William Colville to his nephew , John, in  F e b ru a ry  1535 
m ight have been th o u g h t to have been of in te re s t to James V i f  only
Donaldi ceded his r ig h t  in  th e  benefice  to M oncreif on 5 A p ril 
1541 (Reg. Supp. 2422, f.2 40 -2 4 1 ), b u t on 18 December is 
described as having  tra n s fe rre d  his r ig h t  to Thomas Hugonis: 
th e re  is no fu r th e r  mention of th is  f i f th  candidate. (LP H en rv  
V I I I . x v iii, p t.2 , no.503).
105 26 F e b ru a ry  1545 (Reg. Supp. 2539, f.2 92 v -293 ).
106 RS£, iiij no.2447.
107 Cowan, ’Patronage, p ro v is io n  and re s e rv a tio n ’, 81.
108 Cowan and Easson, M edieval Relig ious Houses. Scotland. 89.
because he had nom inated William to the  commendator ship in  1531.
This was one of the  many cases of res ig n atio n s  made to e ffe c t th e
tra n s fe r  o f benefices betw een two members o f th e  same fam ily  in
o rd e r to  secure possession w ith in  the  fam ily . William resigned  th e
benefice, b u t re ta in ed  a ll th e  fru its  as a life -p e n s io n  to g e th e r w ith
th e  r ig h t  o f regress  i f  John vacated the  abbacy. The petitions  and
bulls  m ention le tte rs  o f s u p p o rt from  James V b u t, i f  these did exis t,
109th e y  do no t appear to  have s u rv iv ed . William Colville in  fa c t
continued as commendator u n til 1560, w hile  John was described  as 
abbot u n til 1550. The house was also e v e n tu a lly  erected  in to  a  
tem poral lo rd sh ip  fo r  th e  Colvilles o f East Wemyss, so th e  f in a l  
o b jec tive  o f the  tra n s fe r  was achieved.
I t  is c lear th a t James’s main purpose in  m aking his nom inations  
to  monastic houses, p a r t ic u la r ly  to the  w ea lth y  ones, was fin an c ia l: 
his m ajor appointm ents w ere  designed to  ra ise  considerable fu n d s  fo r  
the  crown. U n like  the  b ishoprics , how ever, he was quite  d ire c t in  
his methods w ith  the  re lig io u s  houses. T h ere  is  no evidence th a t  he 
t r ie d  to obta in  pensions fo r  members of his fam ily  on the f ru its  o f 
m onasteries which had been gran ted  to people outside the ro y a l 
fam ily. On the  o th e r hand , his concern a t th e  flow  of prom otion  
taxes ou t o f the  c o u n try  to Rome is shown b y  h is p ro tes t in  th e  case 
of Melrose, th a t c u ria l o ffic ia ls  w ere ask in g  fo r  promotion and o th e r  
taxes a t much h ig h e r ra te s  than  f o r m e r l y . H e  was also ab le  to
P etition  re g is te re d  1 M arch 1535 (Reg. Supp. 2181, f . l2 5 v -1 2 6 v ); 
P rovis ion  to John, 26 Feb. (Reg. Vat. 1467, f.311-314v ); Pension  
and reg ress  to William, 1 M arch (Reg. L a t. 1642, f.297v -300 );
John promised common services, 9 June 1536 (PRO 3 1 /9 -6 5 /2 6 -  
27, 27-28).
D ilw orth  ’The commendator system*, 65, no. 123. D ilw orth
describes John as W illiam ’s b ro th e r, b u t th e  Vatican records  
describe him as h is nephew; Cowan and  Easson, Medieval 
Religious Houses. Scotland . 74.
See ab ove, p .69.
p re v e n t the  papacy from  o b ta in in g  any fin a n c ia l b en efit from the  
112f r u its  of Kelso. Not on ly , th e re fo re , was James able to im prove
his own financia l position by  th e  p ro v is io n  o f his illeg itim ate sons to
some of the  w ealth iest houses, b u t he was also able to  th w a rt the
fin a n c ia l ob jectives  of the  papacy.
I t  is not qu ite  so easy to ascerta in  James V ’s policy w ith
re g a rd  to the  tim ing of appointm ents to th e  headships of monastic
houses as is the case w ith  b ishoprics. To a  la rg e  degree, th is  is
because many of the abbacies w ere vacated  no t b y  death b u t by
res ig n atio n , in  several cases a t the  c ro w n ’s own wish. Where th e re
is c lear evidence, how ever, the  p a tte rn  is v e ry  s im ilar to th a t of the
bishoprics: i f  an y th in g , indeed , James moved even more ra p id ly .
Thomas E rsk ine , fo r example, was g iven  crow n nomination to
113D ry b u rg h  w ith in  one month o f James S te w a rt’s death. Royal
nom ination of William Colville to the  abbacy o f Culross took place 24
days a fte r  the m urder o f James In g lis  on 4 M arch 1531 .^^  The
nomination of David P an ite r to St. M a ry ’s Is le  appears  to have taken
place w ith  even g re a te r speed: th e  death  o f R obert E rskine is
recorded  in a supplication as o c cu rrin g  in  A p ril 1536 and P a n ite r’s
115nom ination was made in  a ro y a l le t te r  o f 8 A p ril. I t  is c lear th a t  
James V ’s concern was to en su re  th a t these benefices were filled  as 
ra p id ly  as possible.
I t  has a lread y  been noted th a t  th e  position  of the earl o f 
A rra n  as governor d iffe re d  from  th a t o f James in  th a t he lacked th e  
See above, p.73.
113 James V L e tte rs . 380; Reg. Vat. 1707, f .4 5 -4 7 v .
114 James V Letters, 190.
115 Reg. Supp. 2213, f.257 -257v ; James V L e tte rs . 315.
a u th o r ity  o f th e  crow n and was also u n d e r constant p ressu re  from  a
1 1 finum ber of fac tio n s  in  and out of governm ent. N everthe less , as
w ith  the  b ish o p rics , A rra n  attem pted to follow the  same g en era l
policies. R e la tiv e ly  e a r ly  in  his ru le , P arliam en t determ ined th a t  the
su rp lu s  reven u es  o f the  abbacies and p r io rie s  held by James V ’s
sons beyond those re q u ire d  fo r th e ir  sustenance should be ‘c o n v e r tit
and d e liv e r it  to  th e  quenis grace co m p tro lla r fo r the honourable
117sustentatioun of h ir  grace my lord  g o v e rn o r h ir  tu to u r .’ This
move had obvious fin an c ia l roots, as had his policy of nom inating  
members of h is own fam ily  to the headships of m ajor monastic houses.
John Ham ilton, b ro th e r of the  g o v ern o r, was allow ed, fo r  
example, to re ta in  the w ealthy abbacy of Paisley when he was
1 i o
nominated to th e  b ishopric  of D unkeld on 24 Jan u ary  1544. An
attem pt was made la te r  th a t year to fu r th e r  secure the fa m ily ’s g rip
on the revenues when John o ffered  to re s ig n  the  abbacy in  fa v o u r  of
his b ro th e r, James, w hile  re se rv in g  a ll th e  fru its  of the ab b acy  fo r
his life  and g iv in g  him the r ig h t  o f reg ress  in the e v e n t o f a 
119vacancy. For w h a tev e r reason, h ow ever, th is  was not done and i t
120was John who was g iven  provision to P a is ley  on 19 December. An
attem pt by th e  Angus faction a p p a re n tly  to fo rce  him to re s ig n  in
fa v o u r of George Douglas a t the end of 1548 was su ccess fu lly
resis ted  when he revo ked  the res ig n a tio n  made a t th a t tim e on 15 
121May 1549. I f  th is  is the co rrec t in te rp re ta t io n  of th is  in c id e n t, i t
is ind ica tive  of the  f r a i l ty  of A rra n ’s a u th o r ity .
See above, C h ap ter 2.
117 APS, ii, 423.
118 L.P Henry VI I L  xix , p t . l ,  no.56,57.
119 8 June 1544 ( LP H en ry  V I I I . xix, p t . l ,  no.645).
120 Reg. Lat. 1758, f,156 -158v .
121 PRO 3 1 /9 -6 6 /2 9 2 .
82.
The abbacy of In c h a ffra y , thoug h much poorer, was s im ilarly
sought fo r  A rra n ’s e le v e n -y e a r old son, James, and he was g ran ted
122papal p rovision  in commendam on 28 Novem ber 1547.
Smaller houses also fe ll in to  the  n e t of the G overnor’s fam ily .
The lit t le  n u n n e ry  of Eccles was one such. On 19 June 1548, the
tem poralities  and s p iritu a litie s  o f th is  benefice w ere g ifted  to M ariota
Hamilton, d au g h ter of James Hamilton of In n e rw ic k , by the crown, and
123the  v ic a r-g e n e ra l of the see was o rd e red  to  promote her. I t  has
been argued  th a t th is  p a rtic u la r  appointm ent represented  a
s ig n ifican t change in th a t th is  prov is ion  was made w holly w ith o u t
124re fe ren ce  to Rome. How ever, a ro y a l le t te r  of nomination in a
tra n s c r ip t  of the e ig h teen th  c e n tu ry  suggests th a t th is  was not the  
125case. There  is, in fac t, fu r th e r  contem porary  evidence in  Vatican
records fo r re fe ren ce  to Rome. A p e titio n  of 18 A p ril 1548 records
th a t M ariota had been elected by the  convent, meeting in  the parish
church  of B othkennar, having  re tre a te d  th e re  a fte r  the English had
b u rn t the m onastery and k illed  the  men of the co n ven t’s lands. She
had then  tra n s fe rre d  h er r ig h t  to E lizab e th  Hume, because she could
not take  possession, and the  p e titio n  asked th a t E lizabeth  be g iven  
126papal provision . This may re p re s e n t an attem pt by the  Humes to
take  o ver the m onastery b u t, i f  so, i t  was unsuccessful. A fo r tn ig h t  
la te r , M ariota h e rse lf pe titioned  fo r  a new provision  and fo r  
confirm ation of her election by  th e  'g re a te r  and w iser p a r t ’ o f the
122 Reg. Vat. 1698, f .9 4 -9 4 v ; PRO 3 1 /1 0 -1 4 /1 2 3 .
123 RSS. iii, no.2833.
124 Donaldson, Scottish  R eform ation . 45; RSS. v. In tro d .. i i i - iv .  
^23 M.Mahoney, 'The S cottish  H ie ra rc h y , 1513-1565’, 45.
126 Reg. Supp. 2661, f .2 v .
127co n ven t. The petition  fo r confirm ation suggests th a t she was
u n c e rta in  o f her position bu t in fa c t she re ta in e d  the  benefice u n til 
1281566. Th ere  is th e re fo re  ample evidence of the  involvem ent o f the
c u r ia  in  th is  p a rtic u la r  provision. What was more s ig n ific a n t was the
fu r th e r  advancem ent o f the  Hamilton fam ily . While none of these
sources sta te  a close connection w ith  th e  g o vern o r, A r ra n ’s
in vo lvem en t in  the g if t  of both tem pora lities  and s p iritu a litie s
com bined w ith  the perem ptory command to the  v ic a r-g e n e ra l to
prom ote M ario ta  does ind icate  th a t, w h a tev e r the fam ily  lin k , the
G overnor was concerned to see her appointed.
T h e re  is also evidence of an unsuccessfu l a ttem pt by  the
Ham iltons to  obtain  y e t another monastic house, the  T r in ita r ia n  house
of F a ilfo rd , in 1544. At th a t time, the house was held by R obert
C unningham , son of the  E arl of G lencairn. On 30 May, the m in is try
of th e  house was g ifted  by the crown to R o b ert Hamilton, son of
James Hamilton of Stenhouse, on the grounds th a t Cunningham  had
fo rfe ite d  i t  to the crown by a rra ig n in g  him self w ith  his fa th e r  on the
129B oroughm uir a t Glasgow. G lencairn, one of H en ry  V I I I ’s 'assured
S cots’ had fo u g h t, and been defeated b y , the  g o v e rn o r’s su p erio r
130forces on 24 May 1544. There  is no evidence th a t th is
p re se n ta tio n  was successful and, in  December 1546, R obert
131C unningham  was s till described as m in ister o f F a ilfo rd .
127 4 May (Reg. Supp. 266r, f.4 v ; Reg. Supp. 2673, f . l2 5 v ).
128 Cowan and Easson, Medieval Religious Houses. Sco tlan d  146.
1 2  Q
RSS. m , no.808. Hamilton of Stenhouse was cap tain  of E d in b u rg h  
Castle.
130 D iu rn a l o f O ccu rren ts . 32. On 17 May, G lenca irn  had been
pensioned by H enry  V I I I  by proxy a t C arlis le  and was p ro b ab ly
try in g  to implement his side of the agreem ent. (Cal. State
P ap ers . (T h o rp e ), I ,  46).
131 ADCP, 560. He re ta in ed  the  position t i l l  a f te r  th e  Reform ation  
(Cowan and Easson, M edieval Religious Houses. Scotland. 109).
84.
The Hamiltons w ere  not, how ever, the  only fam ily to b e n e fit
from  the  revenues of th e  m onasteries. The abbacy of Jed b u rg h  in
th e  1540s was in  th e  possession of th e  Humes, a pow erfu l b o rd e r
fam ily . In  1547, succession was assured  b y  the  resignation  of John
Hume in  fa v o u r o f A ndrew  Hume, w ith  th e  re ten tio n  of a ll the  f r u its
132and revenues and th e  r ig h t  o f reg ress  in  th e  even t of a vacancy.
A ccording to the bu ll, o n e -th ird  of the  f ru its  w ere to be devoted to
th e  res to ra tio n  of the fa b ric  and o n e -q u a r te r  to the needs of the
convent. The ravag es  of the Rough Wooing were sim ply the
culm ination of seven ty  years  o f physical neg lect so it  is l it t le  w onder
133th a t th e  fa b ric  re q u ire d  re s to rin g . Even i f  th is  in s tru c tio n  was
adhered  to, which seems u n like ly  a t th is  date, the fam ily must have  
been obta in ing  some fin a n c ia l advantage from  th e ir  continued hold on 
the  revenues. The b u ll o f p rov is ion  states th a t Hume was su p ported  
by the governor: A rra n  could not a ffo rd  to o ffend a pow erfu l fam ily  
w hich controlled land on the  v e ry  vu ln e ra b le  fro n tie r .
The p r io ry  of N o rth  Berw ick a ffo rd s  another example o f the  
m anner in w hich the  headship  of a p a r tic u la r  monastic house m ight 
be passed on w ith in  a s ing le  fam ily: th e  Humes were once again  th e  
fam ily  invo lved . T h ere  is a record  of crow n nomination on 5 May  
1543 fo r M arg are t H u m e .^  A year la te r , the  incum bent, Isa b e lla  
Hume, petitioned  to be allowed to res ig n  in  fa v o u r of M arg are t, w ith  
the  g ra n t of a pension of £300 Scots an n u a lly  on - the fru its  to
h nr "IOC
Isabella , and M a rg a re t was d u ly  p ro v id ed .
132 28 Nov. (Reg. Vat. 1698, f . l7 1 -1 7 7 v ).
133 Cowan and Easson, M edieval Religious Houses. Scotland. 92.
134 SRO, E lphinstone MS (S P 1 /2 ), no.64.
135 27 A p ril 1544 (Reg. Supp. 2510, f.226v -2 6 7 ).
136 27 A p ril 1544 (Reg. Lat. 1749, f.226v -2 2 8 ).
85.
O ther noble fam ilies also ben efited  from  A rra n ’s re la tiv e
in s e c u rity . The K eith  fam ily  was one such, w ith  th e  abbacy o f Deer
as its  p rize . On 22 J a n u a ry  1543, R obert K eith , b ro th e r of th e  E arl
M arischal, was p resen ted  to the  abbacy on th e  res ignation  o f John  
1 37In n es. E arly  in  M ay, A rra n  was sta ted , in  a ro y a l le t te r  to the
C ard in a l of C arp i, to be seeking the p rov is ion  o f R obert to th e  abbey
w hich  would "soon become" vacant by the  res ig n a tio n  o f John  
138Innes. The res ig n a tio n  took place on 24 June, though John was to
re ta in  the  t it le  o f abbot, a ll the  fru its  and th e  r ig h t  of p resen ta tio n
to a ll a p p ro p ria ted  ch u rch es , along w ith  the  r ig h t  o f reg ress  in  the
e ve n t o f a vacancy. R obert Keith was, in  the  meantime, to be paid
an annual pension of £40 Scots and several o th e r sm aller pensions
1 39w ere also to be lev ied  on th e  fru its . ' Almost a yea r la te r , in  June  
1544, a c o n tra d ic to ry  ro y a l le t te r  was sent, nom inating David P an ite r  
in commendam. ^ 0  s ince th is  was d u rin g  the  perio d  when M ary  of 
Guise was try in g  to oust A rra n , i t  seems p ro b ab le  th a t th is  was an  
attem p t a t a counter-nom ination . I f  so, i t  was unsuccessfu l, because  
R obert Keith him self made a successful p e titio n  the fo llow ing month  
fo r  p rov is ion  in commendam , claiming th a t John Innes had now 
died.^4  ^ A few  weeks la te r , the  g if t  of the  abbacy 'w ith  a ll its  
f ru its , p ro fits , re n ts  and lands, now vacan t and in  our sovere ig n
1 An
la d y ’s hands’ was made to R obert, on the  death  of John Innes.
On 12 F e b ru a ry  of the fo llow ing year, A rra n  w ro te  to Paul I I I  ask ing
137 ESS, iii,  no.46.
138 3 May (LP H en rv  V I I I . x v iii, p t . l ,  no,499).
139 Reg. Supp. 2496, f.155; PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 4 9 .
140 13 A p ril 1544 (SRO E lphinstone MS (S P 1 /2 ), no.70,71.
141 11 May (Reg. Supp. 2524, f.194; Reg. Vat. 1634, f . l7 0 -1 7 0 v ).
142 6 June (RSS, iii, no.830). See RSS, v . In trod . p .iv , n, w here it  is
in co r rec tly  sta ted  th a t th e g ift  p reced ed  K eith’s p rov ision .
86.
th a t the commend of the m onastery should be gran ted  to Keith fo r
life , ra th e r  than  fo r  the  single yea r o r ig in a lly  g r a n t e d . A r r a n  did
take  the o p p o rtu n ity  to secure some fin a n c ia l b en efit fo r  his fam ily
in  th is  case. On 17 August 1545, the  crow n  g ran ted  the tem poralities
to M aster John Hamilton, the M aster o f W orks. I t  was o ver a year
la te r  th a t Keith him self received th e  tem pora lities  so, d u rin g  th a t
tim e, the tem poral revenues of the a b b ey  w ere being d irec ted  into  
145Hamilton coffers . Having twice ob ta ined  p rorogation  of his need to 
take  the h ab it, he fin a lly  ceded the  ab b acy  to his nephew, R obert 
K eith 'ju n io r ’ , the  fourteen  year old son of the  E arl M arischal^  
tow ards the  end of 1549. He re ta in e d , how ever, a ll the fru its  o f the  
abbacy and the r ig h t  of regress in th e  e ve n t of a vacancy. This  
was c learly  an action taken to secure th e  abbacy in  the hands of the  
Keith fam ily.
The p r io ry  of A rd ch attan , w h ich  Duncan M acarth u r had 
successfully held , w ith  the su p p o rt o f James V, against the  claims of 
John Campbell in  the  1530s, e ve n tu a lly  did fa ll to Campbell in  1545. 
In  A p ril of the p revious year, a ro ya l le t te r  asked Paul I I I  to appo in t 
Campbell as M a c a rth u r’s successor, s ta tin g  th a t th is  was a t D uncan’s 
re q u e s t.^ ^  M acarth u r died sometime d u rin g  the next few  months,
LP H enrv V I I I . xx, p t . l ,  no. 185,186. In  fa c t the b u ll had g ran ted  
i t  to him fo r  2 years. A rra n  also t r ie d  to r id  the  abbacy of 
the various smaller pensions on its  f ru its , 23 March ( LP H enrv  
YIU, xx, p t . l ,  no.413).
RSS. iii, nos. 185,186.
29 Sept. 1546 (RSS. iii, no .1917). K e ith  did not promise to  pay  
the common services u n til 12 J u ly  1546 (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 2 7 -8 ).
Prorogations 6 Mar. 1546, 29 Aug. 1547 (Reg. Supp. 2587, f . l7 5 v ;  
Reg. supp. 2619, f . l3 2 v );  Cession in  fa v o u r of Robert Keith  
ju n io r, 22 Oct.1549 (Reg. Supp. 2677, f.2 4 v -2 5 v ).
18 A p ril 1544 (LP H enrv VTTT. vo l.x ix , p t . l ,  no.350); There  w ere  
also fu r th e r  le tte rs  on 15 May, 25 Septem ber (from  the  Dowager 
naming Campbell, presum ably in  e r r o r ,  James) and 15 October 
(SRO E lphinstone MS (S P 1 /2 ), f.5 0 , no.101, no.103, f.44v  
no.84,85).
because A rra n  wrote to C ard inal Beaton, in  his capacity  as legate , on
5 F e b ru a ry  1545 asking  him to appo in t Cam pbell ’an honourable and
148honest y o u th ’ to the p r io ry . L a te r th a t month, Campbell him self
pe titioned  the pope fo r provision  in commendam  because of the  death
of M acarth u r ‘in  a rese rved  m onth’, in  a su p p lica tio n  which ind icated
th a t he was the son of John Campbell o f C alder. The statem ent
re g a rd in g  the  tim ing of M a c arth u r’s death  suggests th a t the house
may have been reg ard ed  as n o n -co n s is to ria l, and th e re fo re  unaffected  
149b y  the  In d u lt. Royal in te re s t, w hich was extensive, m ust
th e re fo re  have been in  su pporting  the  fam ily  of a local magnate.
Campbell subsequently  became bishop of th e  Is les  and his fam ily  held
1 50th e  p r io ry  u n til w ell a fte r  the Reform ation.
I f  d u rin g  A rra n ’s ascendancy, the  S tew a rts  had to take second  
place to the Hamiltons, one branch of th e  fam ily  was s till able to  
b en efit from a t least one of these benefices w ith  which the g o vern o r  
was concerned. In  January  1543, R ichard  Abercrom bie, abbot of 
Inchcolm , appointed p ro cu ra to rs  to re s ig n  th e  abbacy in the hands of 
th e  pope in favo u r of James S tew art, nephew  of Andrew , Lord  
O chiltree. Abercrom bie was to re ta in  a ll the  f ru its  and revenues w ith  
th e  exception of a pension of £100 Scots to S tew art, the t it le  of the  
office  and the r ig h t to obtain  regress  to th e  abbacy i f  James died or  
resigned . The document makes it  c lea r th a t, while A bercrom bie’s 
motive was p rim arily  to obtain the p ro te c tio n  of S tew art and his  
fa th e r  and uncle in  defend ing  the  abbey a g a in s t English depredations  
and in m aintaining its  b u ild ings, the S te w a rts  saw the  transaction  as
148 SRO Elphinstone MS (S P 1/2 ) f.45, no.86,87.
149 27 Feb. 1545 (Reg. Supp. 2534, f.2 9 8 -2 9 9 v ).
150 Fasti, 205; Cowan and E asson, M edieval R elig ious H ouses, Scotland ,
83-4.
securing  the  reven u es  o f the  abbacy fo r  th e ir  fam ily  in  the  long­
term  i f  not necessarily  im m ediately. W ithin a few months in  fa c t,
James S te w a rt’s fa th e r , James, th e  younger b ro th e r of Lord  O ch iltree , 
obtained a lease of th e  lands o f Beath from  abbot R ich ard , thus  
beginn ing  the secu la riza tio n  of th e  a b b ey ’s revenues in  fa v o u r o f the
1 ^9S tew arts . On 31 J u ly  1543, A rra n  supported  the  res ig n a tio n  by
w ritin g  to the pope w ith  th e  req u es t th a t R ichard , who was
"oppressed w ith  age and  weakness of mind" be allowed to  re s ig n  in
153fa v o u r o f James. James was made a canon of Inchcolm  and d u ly
p ro v id ed  as com m endator on th e  term s agreed  on 13 A u g u st 1544,
154when he was described  as being of ro ya l b ir th . James was c le a rly
not overkeen  to p lay  an ac tive  p a r t  in  the  adm in is tra tion  o f his new
charge fo r , in Septem ber 1546, he sought p rorogation  of th e  ru lin g
155th a t he should ta k e  th e  monastic h ab it fo r a fu r th e r  y ea r. In
fac t, R ichard rem ained abbot in  p ractice  u n til his death  in  1549,
suggesting  th a t A r ra n ’s d escrip tio n  of the  state of his mind in  1544
was somewhat exag g erated . The S tew art policy was q u ite  successfu l
in  th a t the  abbey rem ained in  the  fa m ily ’s hands u n til i t  was erec ted
156into  a tem poral lo rd s h ip  in  1609.
By and la rg e , how ever, A r ra n ’s in te re s t in m aking nom inations  
to monastic benefices was essen tia lly  o rien ta ted  tow ards his own
fam ily and fo llow ers and, in  consequence, members o f his own
151 InchCQlm Chrs.» In tro d u c tio n , xxx v i-xx x v iii, no.LX, A p p en d ix . 194- 
202. LP H en ry  V I I I . x ix , p t.2 , no.85.
152 27 A p ril 1543 (RMS, ii, no.2915).
153 LP H enrv  V I I I . x ix , p t . l ,  no.976.
154 Reg. Vat. 1622, f . l0 5 -1 0 7 v ; PRO 3 1 /1 0 -15 /1 52 ; Acta Misc. 32, f .1 8 3 -
183v ; Inchcolm  C h rs .. L X I, L X II.  On 3 Feb. 1546, S te w a rt  
promised to pay  th e  common services (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 2 4 -5 ) .
155 13 Sept. (Reg. Supp. 2582, f.211).
156 Cowan and E asson , M edieval R elig ious H ouses. S cotlan d . 91.
household also benefited  from  his patronage. John Elphinstone, a
canon of Aberdeen and described  as A rra n ’s s e rv a n t, was nominated
fo r  the  commendatorship of Monymusk on 5 May 1543 by the
g o v ern o r, who claimed th a t he had p re v io u s ly  w ritte n  on the  
1 R7su b jec t. I t  is w orth  no ting  th a t th is  p r io ry , technically  a
depen dent p r io ry  of St. A ndrew s, was not a consistoria l benefice and
paid annates ra th e r th an  common services. I t  did  not there fo re
re a lly  fa ll w ith in  the term s of the  In d u lt. In  fa c t, a petition  had
a lre a d y  been reg is te red  th re e  days p re v io u s ly , when John Fa irlie , the
p r io r , asked th a t E lphinstone be g iven  as his c o ad ju to r on account of
the  f r a i l ty  of his health , s ta tin g  th a t the  re q u es t had the support
158both of th e  Queen and th e  g o v ern o r, and E lphinstone had duly
159been g iven  papal provision. Despite de lay ing  ta k in g  the hab it fo r
1 finfo u r years , and an isolated a ttem p t by Duncan Sviles to oust him 
in  1 5 4 6 , Elphinstone rem ained a t the p r io ry  u n til his death in 
1562.162
Not a ll monastic appointm ents a ttra c te d  th e  a tten tio n  of the  
governo r. The abbey of D ry b u rg h , fo r  example, w hich  had been the  
s u b jec t o f much dispute d u rin g  James V ’s re ig n , was tra n s fe rre d  
w ith in  th e  fam ily of Lord E rsk in e , w ith o u t an y  involvem ent from  
A rran . On 20 December 1546, Thomas E rsk in e  p e titio n ed  to be allowed
157 LP H en rv  V I I I . x v iii, p t . l ,  no.504.
158 2 May (Reg. Supp. 2492, f.3 9 v -4 0 ).
159 Reg. Vat. 1585, f.13 -18 .
160 On 18 Dec. 1545, E lph instone asked fo r  p ro ro g a tio n  of the ru lin g  
th a t he should take  th e  h a b it fo r  a fu r th e r  two years: he may 
w ell n ever have done so (Reg. Supp. 2264, f,127 -127v ).
161 On 14 May, Sviles claimed th a t the  benefice had devolved to the  
apostolic see and sought p ro v is io n  (Reg. Supp. 2572, f . l8 4 v -  
185).
1 fi? Cowan and Easson, M edieval R elig ious H ouses. S cotlan d . 94.
to cede th e  abbacy in  fa v o u r of his b ro th e r, John, while re ta in in g  a
pension of £40 Scots on the  fru its  of the  com m endatorship .^ 33 John
a c tu a lly  became commendator a fte r  the b a ttle  o f P inkie  in  Septem ber
1547, when Thomas became Master of E rsk in e .
A nother example of such an appo in tm ent is prov ided  by  th e
abbacy of Kinloss. R obert Reid, bishop of O rkn e y  and commendator
of th e  abbey of Kinloss, resigned the la t te r  benefice in  fa v o u r o f his
nephew, W alter, in  A u gust 1547. W alter, who was th ir te e n  years  o ld,
was p ro v id ed  in commendam , while R obert re ta in ed  a ll the " fru its ,
te in d s , lands, possessions, and the te inds of a ll the  churches u n ited
to the  m onastery w ith  the  expressed consent o f the  convent" and
165also the r ig h t  of access and ingress i f  th e  abbacy fe ll vacant. In
both these cases, i t  w ill be noted, the appointm ents took the  form  o f 
tra n s fe rs , o r a t leas t nominal tran s fe rs* o f the  ru le  of the  abbeys  
w ith in  fam ilies. A lthough the crown was sometimes in vo lved  in  
appointm ents of th is  k in d , i t  seems lik e ly  th a t such tra n s fe rs  w ere  
not uncommonly made w ith o u t royal in te rv e n tio n , even when th e
houses w ere consistoria l benefices.
I t  is c lear th a t A rra n  was g e n era lly  able to assert his
a u th o r ity  in appointm ents when he re a lly  w ished to do so. In  some
cases, how ever, the pow er of o ther noble fam ilies was the  dom inant 
fac to r. There  a re  also a t least a few  examples of abbacies be ing  
f ille d  w ith o u t a p p a re n t re fe ren ce  to the g o v ern o r. D isputes o v e r th e  
headships of re lig io u s  houses were also no t uncommon d u rin g  th is
163 Reg. Supp. 2676, f.298; Reg. Supp. 2674, f.294v .
164 M arv of L o rra in e  C orrespondence. 220n. R o b ert Wauchope made 
one fu r th e r  a ttem p t to w rest the ab b ey  from  th e  E rsk ines in  
1549, b u t w ith  no success (see above, p .60).
165 28 Aug. (Reg. Supp. 2619, f.262-262v ). W alter held the
com m endatorship t i l l  1583 (Cowan and Easson, M edieval Relig ious  
Houses. S co tlan d . 76).
perio d , and  m ight be expected to a ttra c t th e  invo lvem ent o f the
crown. The outcome o f th e  various  s tru g g les  w hich  d id  arise  over  
abbacies and p rio rie s  is an in te re s tin g  m easure o f th e  scale of
contro l exercised b y  th e  governo r o ver such appointm ents as
compared w ith  th a t o f James V.
One such d isp u te , how ever, does not seem to have invo lved  the  
e arl o f A rra n  in  an y  s ig n ific a n t way. This was th e  long d ra w n -o u t 
s tru g g le  betw een two noble fam ilies w hich took place o v er the  abbey  
of Glenluce. In  1547, an  arrangem ent was made betw een W alter 
Mallen, th e  abbot, and  James Gordon, one of th e  Gordons of
L o ch in var, in  o rd e r to  ensure  succession to th a t fam ily . On 5 
December, Gordon was p ro v id ed  to the abbacy, w hile  W alter re ta ined  
the t it le  o f abbot, ad m in is tra tio n  of its  goods, fru its , revenues and
1 fifip ro p e rty , a vote in  th e  c h ap te r and ju r is d ic tio n  o ver the  monks.
This was, in  fa c t, s im ply one stage in th e  lo n g -ru n n in g  d ispute
between th e  Gordons and th e  Kennedy earls  o f Cassillis. Kennedy
had p re v io u s ly  expelled Mallen in  1544 and, d u rin g  th e  fo llow ing two
years, th e  abbey was occupied by  both his fo llow ers and the
Gordons. I t  is possible th a t W alter may have tr ie d  to p lay  o ff
Loch invar ag a in s t Cassillis. The s tru g g le  fo r  th e  e ffe c tiv e  possession
1 fi7of the abbey  continued u n til  w ell a fte r  1560.
In  some of these d isp u tes , A rra n ’s own nom inations appear to  
have been unsuccessfu l. One such case is th e  d ispute  o ver th e
abbacy o f Fearn  a f te r  th e  death of R o b ert C airncross, th en
Reg. Vat. 1698, f,1 2 5 -1 2 9 v ; Acta Misc. 33, f.245; Pension to W alter 
(Reg. Vat. 1698, f . l7 9 -1 8 1 v ).
1 fi7 For th is  d ispute , see Cowan and Easson, M edieval Religious
Houses. Scotland. 75; W igtow nshire Chrs. 50-55 . A rra n  was only  
b r ie f ly  in vo lved  in  th is  d ispute , when both  sides agreed  th a t  
th e  abbey should be d e live red  to William Ham ilton of S anquhar 
w hile  a rb itra t io n  took place; i f  agreem ent was not reached, the  
case was to go to  th e  G overnor. Nothing came o f th is .
92.-
com m endator of the abbey, in  November 1545. A rra n  had a lread y
w r itte n  2 years p rev io u s ly  in  su p p o rt of a cession by Robert in
168fa v o u r o f James Cairncross, his nephew by his n a tu ra l b ro th er.
R obert d id  indeed cede the  abbacy in  fa v o u r o f James in A ugust
1691545, w h ile  re ta in in g  a ll the  fru its  and the  r ig h t  of regress.
James C a irn cro ss ’s position, how ever, was not e n t ire ly  safe. On 25
June 1547, Nicholas Ross, claim ing th a t he had been elected by the
convent and was in possession, asked fo r a commission to hear his
170d ispute  w ith  James Cairncross. There  is no evidence of w hat
happened a t th a t time bu t, in 1554, Ross, who was also provost of the
co lleg iate  ch u rch  of Tain, was noted as c o n tra c tin g  w ith  James
T h o rn to n  to obtain the bulls of prov ision  in commendam and send  
171them  to Scotland. In  th is  case, the fa c t th a t he was p robab ly
liv in g  in  physical proxim ity to the benefice ap p ears  to have been of
p rac tica l b en e fit to Ross.
The d ispute  over the  m in is try  of Scotlandw ell, a small
T r in ita r ia n  house, provides a second illu s tra tio n  of fa ilu re  on A rra n ’s
p a r t  to secure possession fo r  his nominee. James V had petitioned
172fo r  th e  provis ion  of W alter M oncur on 4 A u g u st 1542. In  Jan u ary
of the fo llow ing year, how ever, A rch ibald  A rn o t was presented  ’on 
173papal d ire c tio n ’. This appears to date back to  a resignation  made
174b y  R obert A rn o t in  1541. A rn o t how ever seems to have fa llen  fou l
168 5 J u ly  1543 (SRO E lphinstone MS (S P 1 /2 ), f .3 4 v , no.61).
16 Aug. (Reg. Supp. 2555, f . l6 1 v -162; P rovis ion  (Reg. Lat. 1682, 
f .8 1 -8 4 v ).
170 Reg. Supp. 2609, f . l l .
171 A p ril 28 (ADCE, 633).
172 James V L e tte rs . 443. T h ere  is no reco rd  o f such a provision.
173 8 Jan. (RSS. iii, no. 17). No bu ll s u rv iv es  to s u p p o rt the  claim of 
papal in te res t.
174 8 M arch (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 8 7 -8 ).
of the  p ro v in c ia l of the o rd e r in  Scotland, R obert Cunningham,
m in is ter o f F a ilfo rd , who was g iven  pow er b y  th e  crow n to dispose of
175the m in is try  on 2 May 1543. The fo llow ing  month, Cunningham
claimed th a t W alter A rn o t of th a t I lk  and his son, f r ia r  A rch ibald ,
w ith  o th e r sons, had in tru d e d  them selves on the  s tre n g th  of a decree
fo r  A rc h ib a ld ’s res to ra tio n  from  the s h e r if f  of F ife , evic ted  the  fr ia rs
and d is ru p te d  the serv ice of God. The Lords of Council, on 17 Ju ly ,
o rd ered  W alter and his fam ily  to rece ive  Cunningham  and accept his
1 7fia u th o r ity  in  the  convent. ArchibaJd A rn o t petitioned  Paul I I I  fo r
a commission to hear the  d ispute  in  M arch 1545, claiming th a t
177Cunningham  had in serted  a William M oncur in to  the  m in istry . 
There  is no fu r th e r  evidence of papal in vo lvem en t in  th is  dispute. 
The s tru g g le , how ever, gave rise  to much lit ig a tio n  before the  Lords  
of Council who, in general, ap p ear to have su p p o rted  Moncur, w h ils t
i n o
A rn o t rem ained in possession. When W alter M oncur died in 1546,
Robert Hamilton and subsequently  B ern ard  Ham ilton, b ro th e r to
William Hamilton of S anquhar, w ere p resen ted  to the  m in is try  by the  
179crown. In  Council, a t the end of 1546, i t  was claimed th a t A rn o t
was d e p riv in g  the crown of patronage  and th a t the  p resentation  of
Robert Hamilton was made by the Queen on the  advice of the
180governo r. Given the fa c t th a t A rn o t had appealed to  the Pope fo r  
a commission, the a p p are n t lack of in vo lvem en t by  Paul I I I  in the
175 RSS. ii i,  no.271.
176 17 J u ly  (ADCP. 531).
1 77 17 March (Reg. Supp. 2507, f.4 6 ). William must be an e rro r  fo r  
W alter.
178 29 M ar. 1545 (ADCP. 538); 8 A p ril 1546 (ADCP. 545); 25 A ugust 
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■^78 30 Septem ber 1546 (RSS. iii,  no. 1925).
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la te r  stages of the  dispute perhaps ap p ears  s tran g e. I t  is , how ever,
d iff ic u lt  to know w hat stress to lay on th is  as an in d ica tio n  of the
w aning a u th o rity  o f the papacy since i t  ap p ears  th a t, no tw ith s tan d in g
th e  d isapproval o f both the governo r and the  Lords in  Council, and
th e  presenta tion  of two Hamiltons in  succession, f in a l success was
determ ined by th e  princ ip le  th a t 'possession is n in e -te n th s  of the
181law ’. The house remained in the hands o f the  A rnots u n til  1606.
In  th is  case, the  a u th o rity  of the crow n was no more e ffe c tiv e  than
th a t of the  papacy.
In  one o th e r case, of much g re a te r  s ig n ificance, A rra n ’s
nomination was also not successful. The Beaton fam ily  was able to
re ta in  the abbacy of A rbroath  despite the  in it ia l opposition o f A rran
a fte r  David Beaton’s assassination in  1546. David had a lre a d y  taken
action to secure th e  succession by re s ig n in g  th e  com m endatorship in
fa v o u r of his nephew, James, on 22 Decem ber 1545, re ta in in g  a ll the
revenues and f ru its , a ll a u th o rity  in  the  benefice and th e  r ig h t  of
182reg ress  if  James should resign  or die. James was th e n  provided
b y  the pope in M arch of the follow ing y e a r, the  bu ll s ta tin g  th a t the
183e a rl of A rran  had petitioned on Beaton’s behalf. v Two le tte rs  from
p ro cu rato rs  in Rome acting on Beaton’s b eh a lf make i t  c lear th a t, on
D av id ’s death, A rra n  had however a ttem p ted  to obta in  th e  abbacy fo r
184George Douglas, son of the earl of A ngus. One of these im plied
th a t the pope had commented on A r ra n ’s ra p id  change of mind. I t  is 
clear from the le t te r  from William W alker to Beaton th a t the pope
181 Cowan and Easson, M edieval Relig ious Houses. S cotland . 110.
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183 22 M arch 1546 (Reg. Vat. 1667, f.328v -3 3 1 ).
1 8 4 17 Oct. 1546. P atrick  L iddell to S e c re ta ry  P an iter from  Rome.
(LP H enry  V I I I , xxi, p t.2 , no.277); William W alker to James 
Beaton (ib id . no.279).
rem ained in  fa v o u r of B eaton’s appointm ent: "the pope answ ered th a t
i t  was sped fo r  you and he would not break ju s tic e ."  W alker also
w isely  suggested th a t Beaton should speed his finance  to Rome fo r
the  bu lls. A r ra n ’s tu rn -a ro u n d  had in fac t been caused b y  the fe a r
of the consequence i f  A n g u s ’s negotiations w ith  England w ere
successful: he fe lt  i t  p ru d e n t th e re fo re  to prom ise the  abbacy of
A rb ro a th  to the  Douglases.'*'8  ^ Despite the fa c t th a t the P r iv y
1 ftfiCouncil confirm ed Douglas’s appointm ent in December 1546, James
Beaton fe lt  co n fid en t enough of his possession by the  middle of the
fo llow ing y ea r to promise to pay his common serv ices  fo r  the  
187abbey. In  A ugust 1548, how ever, he was a t the  horn , his goods
188w ere escheated and g ran ted  to Angus and his b ro th e r. A ccording
to an Eng lish  spy, he was a t th e  horn because he would not res ig n
A rb ro a th  in  fa v o u r of Angus and accept the a rch b ish o p ric  o f Glasgow  
189in exchange. S ir Thomas Palmer reported  to P ro tecto r Som erset
on 1 J u ly  1548 th a t 'Angus has received the bu lls  of A rb ro a th ’
p resum ab ly  made out in fa v o u r o f his son and th a t James Beaton was
190to be compensated w ith  a b ishopric  in France. No such b u lls ,
how ever, ap p ear to have s u rv iv e d  in the papal re g is te rs . Beaton, in
fa c t, was f ig h tin g  against his escheatm ent in  A p ril 1549, when he was
191s till described  as abbot o f A rb ro a th . * I t  appears  as though he 
managed to rem ain in  possession u n til his appo in tm ent to th e
185 M ary pf  L o rra ine Correspondence, 324, n .l .
^88 13 Dec. 1546 (LP H en rv  V I I I . xxi, p t.2 , no.544).
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arch b ish o p ric  of Glasgow in 1551, desp ite  th e  p ressure  the Angus
fac tio n  was p u ttin g  on A rra n , p a r t ic u la r ly  a fte r  March 1548 when
192Angus was negotiating w ith  England. On Beaton’s promotion to
Glasgow, i t  was in  fa c t John Hamilton, the  second su rv iv in g  son of
193th e  earl o f A rran  who obtained the  abbacy. A lthough the Roman
c u ria  was invo lved  a t vario u s  stages of th is  d ispute , the fa ilu re  of
A rra n  to obtain  the appointm ent of Douglas a fte r  David Beaton’s
m u rd er was not p rim arily  the  re s u lt o f papal involvem ent. There
w ere also special circum stances in th is  instance: the p restige  o f the
Beaton fam ily , the re la tiv e  weakness of A rra n  compared w ith  James V
and, in  a ll p ro b a b ility , some lack of enthusiasm  on A rra n ’s p a rt fo r  a
cause which was c e rta in ly  not his own. A r ra n ’s eventual success in
o b ta in in g  the abbacy fo r  his son in  1551 was essentia lly  p a rt o f a
compromise between M ary of Guise and h im self, in  which he w ith d rew
his nomination to the a rch b ish o p ric  o f Glasgow in  favo u r of Beaton in
re tu rn  fo r  the acqu is ition  of A rb ro a th  in to  the  control of the  
1Q4Hamilton fam ily.
The policy of A rra n  in  resp ec t o f these appointm ents was 
sim ilar to th a t he followed tow ards b ishoprics . Basically, i t  was to 
secure the headship of a num ber of m onastic houses fo r members of 
th e  Hamilton fam ily, w ith  a view  both to th e  fin an c ia l b en efit and the  
in flu en ce  which m ight be gained th e re b y . Because of his w eaker  
position and the opposition to him as g o vern o r, he found i t  
necessary, as w ith  the  b ishoprics, to s u p p o rt the claims of o th e r  
noble fam ilies, or to allow them to p u rsu e  th e ir  claims unh in d ered  in  
c erta in  cases. On severa l occasions, in  a d d itio n , he had to g ive way
192 M ary of Lorra ine  C orrespondence. 324, n . l .
193 R.K.Hannay, ‘Papal b u lls ’ , 25-32.
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in  the  face of opposition to the  use of his a u th o r ity . Almost
c e rta in ly , th e  lack  of u n ity  w ith in  the governm ent p ro v id ed  
circum stances w hich  were conducive to  the grow th  of co n tro l by  local 
fam ilies and  challenges to ro yal a u th o rity .
D u rin g  th is  period, the  crow n was invo lved  in  appointm ents  
not o n ly  to th e  e lective  benefices w hich came u n d er th e  1487 In d u lt ,  
nor even sim ply to la rg e r monastic houses, bu t also to  severa l 
sm aller houses. In  some cases th is  may have been due to 
u n c e rta in ty  about the precise status of the house in term s  
p a rtic u la r ly  o f value; in  o thers , the crown may have become invo lved  
as a re s u lt of in te rn a l disputes as happened a t A rd ch a ttan . A
fu r th e r  reason fo r  th is  considerable involvem ent, how ever, was 
financial: the need both to generate  ad d itio n al reven u e  and to keep  
as much money as possible w ith in  Scotland was a m ajor p lank  of 
g enera l po licy , and also made d is tinctions  of size m eaningless in  a 
period  of fa llin g  m oney-values. The crown used monastic reven u e  to  
bolster the  resources of the tre a s u ry  and also, u n d e r A rra n , to 
s tre n g th e n  th e  finances and in fluence  of his own fam ily . The g if t  of 
a monastic benefice  could also p ro v id e  an income fo r  governm ent 
servan ts  and would thus lessen the  burden  of s u p p o rtin g  such  
o ffice rs  from  the  cen tra l tre a s u ry . In  line w ith  th is  too, the  crow n
tr ie d  to lim it exp en d itu re  a t Rome in  th e  form  of prom otion taxes and
litig a tio n  fees. The evidence of the  passage of d isp u tes  to Rome 
ind icates th a t  n e ith e r James V nor A rra n  was successfu l in  la rg e ly  
elim inating th e  flow  of money to Rome in  th is  form. In  ad d itio n , th e  
su p p o rt o f ro y a l p ro cu ra to rs  a t Rome, both Scottish and Ita lia n , m ust 
have in vo lved  some financ ia l outlay . Where success was g re a te s t was 
in the m aintenance of the p rin c ip le  o f ro ya l a u th o rity . In  p rac tice ,
th is  a u th o r ity  was th rea ten ed  on on ly  a few  occasions, and in  on ly  
two of these -  a t  D ryb i^rgh  and to some e x ten t a t A rb ro a th  in  1546 -  
m ight the  papal opposition be re a lly  re g ard e d  as dangerous. In  the  
case of D ry b u rg h , th e  pope had no success a t all; the  th w a rtin g  of 
A rra n ’s nom ination to A rb ro a th  owed lit t le  to papal a u th o r ity  and, in  
any case, was o ffs e t b y  the fac t th a t th e  abbacy e v e n tu a lly  w en t to  
one of A rra n ’s sons as p a rt o f a compromise arrangem ent. Most 
disputes, how ever, o rig in ated  in  Scotland, and th e ir  v e ry  existence  
showed th e  need fo r  v ig ilance b y  the  crow n in  defending its  r ig h ts  
u n d er th e  In d u lt . A t th e  same tim e, the  crow n did not a lw ays take  a 
personal in te re s t in  nominations to such benefices and , on some 
occasions, a tra n s fe r  was peacefu lly  ach ieved  w ithout d isp u te  and  
w ithout th e  in vo lvem ent of the k in g .
As fa r  as th e  e ffects  of monastic appointm ents a re  concerned, 
th ey  in d ica te  above a ll the increasing  secu larization  of th e  ch u rch . 
Not only w ere  th e  revenues of some houses being d iv e rte d  to  th e  
ro yal tre a s u ry , b u t o th e r re lig ious houses w ere in  e ffe c t becoming  
the ’p ro p e r ty ’ o f p a rtic u la r  noble fam ilies, in  some cases b y  ro y a l 
g ift, in  o th ers  as a re s u lt of p ressu re  from  the fam ily  concerned. 
Thus, D ry b u rg h  became the p e rq u is ite  of the E rsk in e  fam ily , 
W hithorn o f th e  Flem ings, Paisley of th e  Hamiltons and J e d b u rg h  of 
the Humes. Th is  process was accelerated  by the increasing  num ber 
of tacks and leases of the fru its  o f monastic benefices made to  
laymen: leases o f th e  fru its  o f Kelso, K ilw inn ing  and Coldingham  have  
been mentioned above. This developm ent ru n s  alongside th e  g ro w th  
of feu in g  of monastic lands w hich was a fu r th e r  fe a tu re  o f th is  
period.
Th is  secu la riza tio n  p a r t ly  explains w hy James V d id  n o t fo llow  
the example o f his uncle and dissolve th e  monasteries. To some
M .H.B .Sanderson, Scottish R ural S o c ie ty . 67-75.
e x ten t, he was a lre a d y  benefiting  from them  by nom inating his sons
to some of the r ic h e r  monastic houses. E q u a lly  im p o rtan t is th e  fa c t
th a t any a ttem pt to dissolve the m onasteries would have a lienated
noble fam ilies who w ere p ro fitin g  e ith e r  d ire c tly  or by leases, and
w ould p ro b ab ly  have been in e ffec tive  since so much monastic reven u e
196was in  the  hands of th e  n o b ility  and, in  some cases, o f feu ars .
This exam ination of the process of appointm ents to  the  
monastic houses d u rin g  the 1530s and 1540s has ind icated  both th a t  
the  a u th o rity  of the  crown was usually  s tro n g  enough to m aintain  
ro y a l r ig h ts  of nomination successfully and th a t, when Paul I I I  did  
t r y  to exercise papal a u th o rity , be met w ith  l i t t le  success. 
N everthe less, th e re  was opposition to ro y a l nominees on occasion from  
w ith in  Scotland, and disputes over such houses were not uncommon. 
The crown th e re fo re  had to work h a rd  to m aintain the r ig h ts  
estab lished  o ver the years. What is also s ig n ific a n t is th a t, in  doing  
so, both James V and A rran  c learly  s tre tch ed  these r ig h ts  e ffe c tiv e ly  
beyond th e ir  lim its in  th a t th ey  extended the  r ig h t  of nom ination to 
n o n -co n s is to ria l houses. How fa r  th e  p ractice  of extend ing  these  
r ig h ts  beyond the consistorial benefices was c a rrie d  can be 
ascerta in ed  to some degree by an exam ination of appointm ents to  the  
e lec tive  benefices and the o th er d ig n ities  in  the ca th ed ra l ch ap ters .
Donaldson, The Scottish R eform ation. 39-40.
CHAPTER 4
THE CATHEDRAL D IG N ITIES  
I
The In d u lt  o f 1487 had been concerned only  w ith  consis to ria l
benefices, b u t James IV ’s governm ent re g ard e d  the  ’p r iv ile g e  o f the
c ro w n1 codified in  th a t agreem ent as covering  a ll e lective  benefices.^
By 1531, James V was w ritin g  to Clement V I I  th a t ’c a th ed ra l
deaneries, like  b ishoprics, abbacies and p rio ries  and o th e r e lec tive
benefices, have been co n ferred  by the  pope accord ing to th e  ro y a l
*2p riv ile g e  en joyed  b y  James and his p redecessors1’ th a t James’s
statem ent was tru e  a t least fo r the  p o n tifica te  of Leo X has been
3
confirm ed by  an exam ination of the  reco rd s  of th a t p o n tiff. By 
James V ’s re ig n , th e re fo re , the crown was tre a tin g  appointm ents to  
deaneries in  exactly  th e  same m anner as those to b ishoprics  and  
re lig io u s  houses, and th e  form al extension of ro ya l pow er e n sh rin ed  
in  the  b u ll o f M arch 1535 applied to these d ig n ities  as i t  did to the  
g re a te r  e lec tive  benefices.
From the  p reced in g  examination of the appointm ents to  the  
co nsis to ria l benefices, i t  is c lear th a t, even when the  papacy  
challenged  ro y a l appointm ents in  any w ay , i t  met w ith  lit t le  o r no 
success. Not s u rp r is in g ly , the Vatican reco rd s  re la tin g  to S cottish  
deaneries suggest th a t th is  is also tru e  o f these benefices. T h e re  is 
o n ly  one case of opposition to  an appo in tm ent w hich appears  to  have  
o rig in a te d  from  th e  pope. On 31 J u ly  1540, James w ro te  to  M aster
See above, 21 *•
2 James V L e tte rs . 193.
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These records  have been examined by  M r T.Sm yth , to whom I  am 
g ra te fu l fo r  th is  in form ation.
George Hay, a ro ya l p ro c u ra to r a t Rome, te llin g  him to p re ve n t the  
papal p rov is ion  of Robert Wauchope to th e  d ean ery  o f Aberdeen, to  
w hich th e  k in g  had a lread y  'p ro v id it ’ R obert E rsk in e , the  s e c re ta ry ’s 
b ro th e r.^  Such a prov is ion  is u n d ers tan d ab le  when seen in the  
context o f th e  papacy s concern fo r  Wauchope s advancem ent; no 
evidence o f p rovision  has, how ever, been traced . The follow ing day, 
James actu a lly  recommended E rsk in e  fo r  th e  deanery  in  a le tte r  to  
the pope. This was a p p a re n tly  a s u ffic ie n t w arn in g  to the  pope, 
since no more was heard of Wauchope. E a rly  in  November, the ro yal 
nomination was followed by a p e titio n  from  E rsk in e  him self and he 
was d u ly  g iven  papal p rov ision . The a ttem p t to  p rov ide  Wauchope 
is consistent w ith  Paul I l l ’s b e lie f th a t  James V would be w illing  to  
allow Wauchope to obtain  fin a n c ia l s u p p o rt from  Scottish benefices  
while he was unable to u p lif t  the  re ve n u e  from  th e  archb ishopric  of
o
Arm agh. James, how ever, was c le a rly  no more sym pathetic o ver the  
deanery  th an  he had been w ith  re g a rd  to D ry b u rg h , and th is  
challenge to ro ya l wishes was s h o rt- liv e d .
A lthough th is  is the  on ly  know n case of an a ttem pt by th e  
pope to p ro v id e  a candidate to  a  d ean ery  ag a in s t ro ya l w ishes, th e re  
w ere two cases of in te rn a l opposition to  James V ’s appointm ents. In  
the  f ir s t  o f these, the challenge came from  th e  duke of A lb an y ’s 
household. When R obert Form an, dean o f Glasgow, died in  November
^ James V L e tte rs . 406. E rsk in e  ap p ears  to  have been tra n s fe rre d  to
fre e  the  p rovostsh ip  of T r in ity  fo r  th e  k in g ’s alm oner, George
Clapperton.
 ^ See above, p .57-60.
6 James V L e tte rs . 406-7; F a s ti. 9.
 ^ 1 Septem ber 1540 (Reg. Supp. 2392, f . l5 4 v -155; Reg. Supp. 2391,
f . l4 1 -1 4 1 v ); Provision (Reg. Lat. 1702, f.266v -2 6 7 v ).
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91530, James’s f ir s t  in ten tio n  was to ap po in t Thomas E rsk ine , son of
L o rd  E rsk in e ; on the  grounds how ever th a t he was too young, th e
k in g  th e n  nominated A lexander E rsk ine , uncle o f Lord  E rsk ine^instead
a t th e  b eg inn in g  of December.^9 By Christm as, he had again changed
his  m ind and his nominee was William S tew art, p ro v o s t o f L inc luden
and th e  ro y a l t r e a s u r e r .^  Aware of Form an’s s ta tu s  as ’aposto licus,’
James gave w hat was p ro b ab ly  in tended as a w arn in g  th a t members
of th e  c u r ia  should not t r y  to obtain the benefice. Having e n tru s te d
A lb an y  w ith  some re sp o n s ib ility  in  defend ing  ro y a l p riv ile g e  in  th is
m a tte r, he found th a t the  opposition to his appo in tm ent came not
from  Rome b u t from his own re p res e n ta tive . The follow ing y ea r,
James Lamb, A lbany’s s e c re ta ry , was said to be seeking  the benefice,
p resu m ab ly  w ith  the su p p o rt of the Duke. James V w rote  to Clem ent
12in  June 1531, p ro tes tin g  about th is  as a breach  o f crow n p riv ile g e .
On 17 J u ly  however, despite  the  royal p ro te s t, Lamb rece ived  papal 
13confirm atio n . In  p rac tice , how ever, th is  was o f no value: S te w a rt  
had a lre a d y  been elected and confirm ed by A rchb isho p D u n b ar ,^4 and  
re ta in e d  the  benefice u n til his nomination to A berdeen  as bishop in  
1532, w ith o u t ap p are n tly  seeking papal confirm ation .
A fu r th e r  unsuccessfu l a ttem pt to o v e r tu rn  a ro ya l nomination  
was made a fte r  James had presented Malcolm Flem ing, son of John, 
E arl o f Wigtown to the  deanery  of Dunblane on 20 November 1536,
9 F.asti, 155.
10 2 Dec. 1530 (James V L e tte rs . 184).
25 Dec. 1530 (James V L e tte rs . 185).
12 30 June 1531 (James V L e tte rs . 192-3).
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15sta tin g  sim ply th a t th e  d ig n ity  was a t  ro y a l presentation . E a r lie r
th a t month, how ever, fo llow ing the  death  o f William Drummond in
Septem ber, a p e titio n  fo r  papal p ro v is io n  had been made by Thomas 
1 fiMcCann. Nothing a p p a re n tly  came o f th is  b u t, in Jan u ary  1537,
an o th er lit ig a n t, George Wawane, ap p eared , claim ing th a t he had been
elected  by a m a jo rity  o f th e  ch ap ter and confirm ed by the o rd in a ry ,
17and sought a new p ro v is io n  from  th e  pope. In  the face o f th is
challenge, Fleming h im self sought and obta ined provision, in  A p ril,
claim ing th a t Drummond had died 'la s t Jan u ary  or in  an o th er
18re se rv ed  m onth.’ He held  th e  benefice u n til  his provision  to  th e
19p r io ry  of W hithorn in  1539. No evidence has been found to  lin k  
th e  unsuccessful claim ants w ith  th e  Roman cu ria  and i t  seems
reasonable to assume th a t  th e y  w ere local r iv a ls . I f  the supp lication  
is to  be believed, Wawane’s claim rep res e n te d  a challenge b y  th e
ch ap ter and the bishop to the  appo in tm ent o f a royal nominee, w hich  
in  th e  fin a l analysis was unsuccessfu l.
I t  appears from  th is  th a t ro y a l nominees w ere alw ays
successful in  holding o ff  challenges from  o th e r claimants, since none 
of these attem pts to th w a r t ro ya l appointm ents came to a n y th in g .
Who th en  obtained c a th e d ra l deaneries d u rin g  James V ’s re ign? I t  is
c lear th a t ro ya l o ffic ia ls  and th e ir  fam ilies were among those to
15 RSS. ii, no.2191. The lin k  w ith  the  e a r l o f Wigtown is described in  
Scots Peerage, v ii i ,  537.
16 6 Nov. (Reg. Supp. 2230, f.203).
17 15 Jan. (Reg. Supp. 2235, f.230 -230v ).
13 A p ril (Reg. Supp. 2240, f . l5 5 -1 5 5 v ). P rovision (Reg. Vat. 1492, 
f . l 4 v -1 6 ). The in fo rm atio n  must have taken  some time to reach  
Scotland fo r  a fu r t h e r  ro y a l le t te r  was sent in  su pport of 
Fleming on 26 June (James V L e tte rs . 332). The invocation  of 
the  pope’s powers o f re s e rv a tio n  was unusual in the  context of 
deaneries, as e lec tive  benefices, and  may have sim ply been  
in troduced  to fu r th e r  s tre n g th e n  F lem ing ’s case.
19 Fastii 82.
104.
b e n e fit from  th e  exercise of ro ya l p riv ile g e . Two of the  cases so fa r
considered  illu s tra te  the  po in t well: William S te w a rt who obtained the
d ean ery  of Glasgow in  1530 became ro y a l tre a s u re r  in  the  same year;
R obert E rsk in e  who became dean of A berdeen  was th e  b ro th e r o f the
ro y a l s e c re ta ry , Thomas Erskine.
S te w a rt’s promotion to the  b ish o p ric  o f A berdeen in  1532 gave
a fu r th e r  o p p o rtu n ity  to p rov ide  fo r  a n o th e r o ffic ia l o f th e  crown by
using th e  d ean ery  of Glasgow. James V nominated James Scrym geour,
20his alm oner, to  the  pope on 22 M arch 1532 and Scrym geour was
21in s ta lled  by d ep u ty  a fte r  having  rece ived  papal p rov is ion . A fte r
S crym geour’s death in the fo llow ing y e a r, how ever, James did  not
nominate an o th er ro ya l s e rv a n t to th is  benefice , in  c o n tras t to his
p rev io u s  p ractice . His choice on th is  occasion was George L o ckh art,
Doctor o f Theology of the U n iv e rs ity  o f P aris , who was recommended
on 13 October 1533 in a le t te r  w hich suggests th a t James Lamb, who
had obta ined  papal confirm ation in  opposition  to S tew art in  1530, was
22s till seeking th e  benefice. L o c kh art, how ever, having  been elected
23by th e  c h ap te r two days before his ro y a l recommendation, was
co n fid en t enough of the  s e c u rity  o f his position to promise the
24annates of p rov is ion  on 17 M arch 1534. W hether th e  election by  
the ch ap te r was the re s u lt of ro y a l nom ination o r th e  k in g  had 
sim ply accepted the choice of th e  c h a p te r is not c lear. Fam ily  
connections may prov ide  a clue to  th e  reasons fo r  his appointm ent. 
The L o ckh arts  w ere re la ted  by m arriag e  to th e  S tew arts  o f M into, to
20 James V L e tte rs . 218; F a s ti. 155.
21 St. A. Form ., ii, 75-78. No b u ll has, how ever, y e t been id e n tifie d  
am ongst papal records.
22 James V Letters , 249; Eaati, 156.
23 E as tii 156.
24 PRO 3 1 /9 -3 2 /2 7 2 -3 .
w hich fam ily  William S te w a rt, his predecessor a t one remove and a
25ro y a l a d v ise r, belonged.
The use o f c a th ed ra l deaneries to p ro v id e  salaries fo r  ro y a l 
offic ia ls  was to be expected, g iven  th e  contro l established b y  th e  
crown o ver these e lec tive  benefices since 1487. E qually  n a tu ra l was 
th e  w ay in  w hich the  ro y a l fam ily  its e lf benefited  from  James V ’s 
contro l o f pa tronage. P a tr ic k  S tew art, son of A lexander S te w a rt,
Oft
bishop of M oray and an illeg itim ate  son of th e  duke of A lbany, was
nominated by  James as c o ad ju to r to  the  e ld e rly  dean of B rech in ,
27H enry  White, in  F e b ru a ry  1536. On 27 May, the  b u ll o f p ro v is io n
as coad ju to r was issued, and S te w a rt prom ised th e  annates o f th e
28benefice as W hite’s c o ad ju to r on 11 November. Despite W hite’s age,
he lived  u n til 1541, b u t P a tr ic k  S te w a rt’s succession was secured and
he re ta ined  th e  benefice  a t least u n til 1542 and p ro b ab ly  s evera l 
29years longer. In  th is  case, th e  ro ya l connection was perhaps not
the  on ly  cause of S te w a rt’s prom otion. A lexander S tew art had h im self
been dean of B rech in  b efo re  his prom otion to the  b ishopric  of M oray
in 1529 and re ta in e d  th e  d ean ery  u n til 1534, and White was also a  
30canon of M oray. The fam ily  had a recen t in te re s t in  the  p a rtic u la r  
benefice and perh ap s  a connection w ith  its  ho lder in  something of a  
M o ray /B rech in  axis.
2  ^ I.A .M u irhead , ’M .R obert L o c k h a rt’ , IR i xxii (1971), 87-100. 
28 Dowden, B ishops. 169.
2  ^ 22 Feb. (James V L e tte rs . 313).
28 Reg. Vat. 1481, f .5 2 -5 5 v ; PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /4 6 .
28 F as ti. 45.
30 F as ti. 44.
James’s nom inations to deaneries th u s  benefited  both  h is own
fam ily and ro y a l o ffic ia ls  and th e ir  fam ilies. U nder the e a r l o f A rra n ,
something o f th e  same p a tte rn  p re va iled . Most notab ly , th e  Ham iltons
benefited as P a tr ic k  S tew art had done u n d e r James V. The d e an ery
of Glasgow, fo r  example, was res igned  b y  George L o ckh art in  fa v o u r
31of A lexander Ham ilton on 9 October 1546. A lexander made tw o
fu r th e r  p e titio n s  fo r  prov ision  in  J an u ary  and A u gust o f th e  
32following year: th e  second of th e  two pe titio n s , follow ing L o c k h a rt’s
death, suggests th a t th e  res ignation  may in  th is  case have been a
device to  secure  Ham ilton’s succession to a benefice held  b y  an
e ld erly  o r i l l  incum bent. Hamilton had him self, however, died be fo re
16 December 1547, w hen Gavin Hamilton, b ro th e r of the e a rl o f A rra n ,
sought th e  d e an e ry  on the  grounds o f A lexander’s death , and  was 
33given p ro v is io n . G avin Hamilton d id  not hold the d ean ery  fo r  long, 
since crown perm ission was g ran ted  in  1550 fo r an exchange w ith  
Henry S in c la ir , ab b o t of K ilw inn ing  and , a lthough Ham ilton was
described in  1551 as dean, i t  seems lik e ly  th a t an exchange took
place peaceab ly .34 A lthough no form al evidence of s u p p o rt from  the  
governor has been id e n tified , i t  appears probable th a t the  
appointm ents o f th e  two Hamiltons had his approval.
Th ere  is no such doubt about A rra n ’s wishes re g a rd in g  th e
deanery o f B rech in , a case w hich  also illu s tra te s  the  exerc ise  o f
3  ^ Reg. Supp. 2588, f .6 2 v .
33 26 Jan. (Reg. Supp. 2610, f . l9 9 -1 9 9 v ); 7 Aug. (Reg. Supp. 2610, 
f.196 ).
33 Reg. Supp. 2624, f.9 1 -9 1 v . P rovis ion  (Reg. Vat. 1678, f . l2 3 v -1 2 4 v );
Prom ised annates  on 16 Ju ly  1548 (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /2 4 0 ).
34 ESS, iv , no.644; F a s ti. 156.
Beaton’s pow ers as legate a la tere . On 13 A p ril 1544, a ro ya l le t te r  
asked Beaton to  confer the  deanery , which was said to be vacan t by  
the death  o f P a tric k  S tew art, on James Hamilton, n a tu ra l b ro th e r o f
OC
the e a r l o f A rra n . P a trick  S tew art was not in  fa c t dead a t th is  
date and i t  is possible th a t he was re s is tin g  a new appointm ent. One 
year la te r ,  a second ro ya l le t te r  addressed to th e  C ard in a l of C arp i
OC
again gave s u p p o rt to Ham ilton’s case. I t  was, how ever, Beaton,
acting  in  h is leg atine  capacity , who pro v id ed  James Hamilton to th e
d ean ery  la te r  th a t y ea r, and Hamilton re ta in ed  possession of th e
37d ig n ity  u n t i l  a t least 1554.
The in te re s t shown by James V in appointm ents to deaneries
appears , how ever, to have been missing d u rin g  A r ra n ’s g o vern o rsh ip
in sev e ra l cases. In  the  f i r s t  o f these, the  d ean ery  o f M oray, th is
may have been due p a r t ly  to the  firm  hold a lre a d y  exercised o v er
the d ig n ity  by  the  D unbar fam ily , by whom it  had been held since  
381487. A lexander Dunbar senior a p p a re n tly  resigned  the  benefice in
39fa v o u r o f D avid  D unbar in  June 1547, a lthough  th e re  is in  fa c t a  
supp lica tion  dating  from  1543 when David was a lre a d y  seeking  
p rov is ion  on the  grounds th a t A lexander had res ig n ed  in  his
fa v o u r .^  David was A lexander’s nephew by his n a tu ra l b ro th e r: the
35 SRO E lph inston e MS (S P 1 /2 ), f.37 , no.69.
3® 28 A p r il 1545 (LP H enrv  V I I I . vo l.xx, p t . l ,  no.601).
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R .K .Hannay, ’Papal b u lls ’, 37; Sanderson, C ard inal o f S cotland . 118; 
Easii, 45.
38 For b a ckg ro u n d , see F a s ti. 221.
39 23 June (Reg. Supp. 2612, f.7 v ); St. A. Form ., ii, 194-7.
19 May (Reg. Supp. 2486, 50-50v ). Th is  e a r lie r  p e titio n  is 
e ss e n tia lly  concerned w ith  the  techn ica l accu racy  o f th e  
re s ig n a tio n  and in  no w ay suggests a d ispu te  betw een th e  two  
D unbars . On 6 Ju ly  1543, M ary  Queen of Scots confirm ed th e  
fa c u lty  g ran ted  by James V to A lexander D unbar to  re s ig n  th e  
d e an e ry . (SRO E lphinstone MS (S P 1 /2 ), f.3 4 v -3 5 , no.62,63).
s tre n g th  of the fam ily  tie s  in  th e  benefice is ind icated  by the fa c t
th a t  A lexander was one o f the executors o f th e  w ill of Gavin D unbar,
41his  predecessor, who su b seq u en tly  became archb ishop  of Glasgow.
A few  months la te r , D avid ceded the  d ean ery  back to Alexander who
42re ce ive d  papal p rov is ion . Th is  cession o f th e  deanery to A lexander
b y  D avid , a fte r  A lexander had a lre a d y  res ig n ed  in  D avid ’s favour^ is
an  example of a p rac tice  w hich was becoming common a t th is  tim e.
As has been outlined  e a r lie r , res ig n a tio  in  favorem  had begun to be
used b y  benefice ho lders in  the  late f if te e n th  c en tu ry : in some cases,
i t  enabled the incum bent to  tra n s fe r  his t it le  w h ils t often re s e rv in g
th e  f ru its  fo r life , so th a t  the  succession was a lread y  secured and
h o p e fu lly  litig a tio n  was a v o id e d .^  The e ffe c t o f th is  device on th e
44re la tio n s  of crown and papacy have a lre a d y  been b r ie f ly  mentioned. 
Now such resignations w ere  how ever be ing  c a rr ie d  a stage fu r th e r .  
Cession in  th is  case was made back to A lexander, w ith  access assured  
fo r  David i f  A lexander died or res ig n ed  his possession. The need fo r  
th is  ’re trocession ’ is not re a lly  c lear. I t  w ould not appear to  
s tre n g th e n  su b stan tia lly  th e  r ig h ts  o f e ith e r  th e  orig inal h o ld er, 
except insofar as he re ta in e d  the  t it le  to th e  d ig n ity , o r his  
in te n d in g  successor in  the  benefice; nor in  th is  case does an y  
obvious reason w hy such s tre n g th e n in g  should have been necessary , 
such as the  existence of a ch a llen g er, p re s e n t its e lf. W hatever th e
41 ADCP. 566.
4^ 20 Septem ber 1547 (Reg. Supp. 2618. f.145); P rovis ion  (Reg. Lat. 
1786, f.40 -43 ); On 12 J a n u a ry  1548, A lexander obliged fo r th e  
annates of p ro v is io n  (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /3 2 5 -6 )  and David fo r the  
annates of re g res s  (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /2 3 6 ), co n tra  Watt, F a s ti. 221).
A Q
R.K.Hannay, The S cottish  C hurch  and th e  P apacy. 10. H annay’s 
in te rp re ta tio n  of th e  th in k in g  beh ind  th e  device does not 
how ever ad eq u ate ly  exp la in  a ll th e  circum stances in w hich i t  
appears to have been used.
^  See above, p.22.
cause, i t  was an extension of the re s ig n a tio  in favorem  device w hich
was used by  several holders of ca th ed ra l d ig n ities , as w ill be shown.
The crown was also not in vo lved  a t a ll when James M acgregor
was succeeded as dean of A rg y ll by Nicholas Campbell. M acgregor
had held  th e  benefice since 1514 and a p p a re n tly  died in  possession
in  1551. Campbell, how ever, appeared as dean in  1542 and 1546, and
45e v e n tu a lly  held i t  u n til 1566. As M acgregor was possib ly  qu ite
e ld e r ly  in  1542, the overlap  may re p re s e n t an a rran g em en t to  secure
th e  succession; on the  o th e r hand, i t  is possible th a t th e  d ig n ity  was
in  d isp u te  between th e  two men, in w hich  case th e  lack o f crown
in te re s t is more unusual.
One appointm ent to  a deanery was made w ith  on ly  m om entary
crow n invo lvem ent in  1545. In  the m iddle o f th e  p rev io u s  year,
D avid H a lib u rto n , who was p ro b ab ly  a lre a d y  succentor o f th e
c a th ed ra l a t Fortrose, was presented  to  th e  pope fo r  the d ean ery  of
Ross, when it  was said to be vacan t by th e  death of Paul F ra se r,
w h ils t a pension was reserved  fo r  the  c h ie f ro ya l s e c re ta ry , David
P an ite r. This seems to have had no e ffe c t w hatso ever, and indeed
F ra s e r was not dead. In  early  1545, F ra s e r, who had held  the
d ean ery  o f Ross from  1520} re tire d  on a pension and K en tig ern
M onypenny was promoted from  th e  a rch d e a co n ry  to hold th e  m ajor 
47benefice. This transaction  appears to  have been an amicable
tra n s fe r  o f possession from  an incum bent who may have been fa ir ly  
e ld e r ly  to  a younger colleague, and a lth o u g h  i t  m ust have in vo lved  
some ad m in is tra tive  processes, no cession o r confirm ation  of a
45 F a s ti. 31.
46 1 J u ly  1544 (SRO Elphinstone MS (S P 1 /2 ) f.3 8 , no.52). Th is  may
have been a re flec tio n  of the c o n flic t w ith in  the  governm ent a t  
th e  time.
47 F a s ti. 274.
pension nor of any papal response to the  e a rlie r  ro y a l re q u es t has 
been traced  in  c u ria l reco rd s .
The almost complete absence of crown involvem ent in  these  
appointm ents may be tra c ed  to two fac to rs . The f i r s t  may have been
a lack of opposition to th e  nominees from  A rra n  o r e lsew here w hich
m ight have caused him to in vo ke  th e  ’p riv ile g e  of the c ro w n ’ to  
secure the appointm ent o f an acceptab le  holder. In  some cases, the  
choice of the  c h ap te r m ust have been a candidate to whom no 
exception could reasonab ly  be taken . The o th er, and perhaps more 
im portant, fa c to r was the  com parative  remoteness of the dioceses 
concerned. I t  is also s ig n if ic a n t th a t, in  th e  m a jo rity  of these cases, 
th e re  is also no evidence o f con tact w ith  Rome in  connection w ith  the  
appointm ents. I t  seems to be th e  case th a t candidates fo r  the
deaneries o f these rem oter dioceses w ere less inc lined  than  th e ir
co u n terp arts  in  c en tra l Scotland to seek e ith e r ro ya l o r papal 
approva l fo r  th e ir  appointm ent.
The e a rl of A rra n , th e n , had few er problems in  obta in ing  
deaneries fo r  his candidates w hen he w ished to do so th an  d id  James 
V, who had to f ig h t  o ff th re e  challenges to his a u th o rity . A t the  
same time, i t  is c lear th a t th e  g o v ern o r, fo r  w h atever reason, also 
appears to have shown less in te re s t in  these vacancies w hich did  
occur.
The evidence fo r  appointm ents to  deaneries ind icates  th a t, in  
the  context o f ro ya l and papal claims, James’s statem ent in  1531 th a t  
the In d u lt  covered deaneries as w ell as consistoria l benefices was 
successfully  v in d ica ted  in  p rac tice . On the  whole, the  m a jo rity  of 
deaneries w ere  fille d  w ith o u t opposition. There  was n everth e less  s till 
scope fo r  papal in te rv e n tio n  o r lit ig a tio n  b y  o th er claim ants, and the
deaneries of A berdeen, Glasgow and D unblane did indeed s u ffe r  in  
th is  way. A lthough the  prim e m over in  th e  f i r s t  o f these cases 
ap p ears  to have been the  pope, th e re  is l i t t le  evidence th a t the  
p ap acy  was g re a tly  invo lved  in  w hat w ere  o th erw ise  essentia lly  local 
disputes. Where th e  crown wished to  secure  th e  appointm ent o f its  
own nominees, too, i t  was able to do so even  in  th e  face of opposition  
from  w ith in  Scotland as w ell as w ithout.
I I
The trea tm en t o f deaneries in  th is  w ay had been achieved by
s tre tc h in g  the conditions of the  1487 In d u lt  b u t, by James’s own
adm ission, the concessions made th e re  to  th e  crow n did not extend to
o th e r cathedra l d ig n ities , w hich w ere n o n -e le c tiv e  and th e re fo re
s u b je c t to the genera l ru les  of re se rv a tio n . This did p ro v id e  the
papacy w ith  a t least the  a u th o rity  in law to make its  own provisions
to  these lesser d ign ities  in  certa in  c ircum stances. There is c lear
evidence th a t i t  did indeed seek to do so on two occasions, as i t  had
48tr ie d  to do w ith  the  deanery  of A berdeen. In  1529, a fte r  the  death
o f Thomas N u d ry , p recen to r of Ross, fo r  example, a card in a l w ith
pow ers from the  pope p ro v id ed  Sixtus Zucchellus, sec re ta ry  to  the
C ard in a l of Ancona, fo r  whom the popes seem to have been
p a rtic u la r ly  anxious to  obta in  a m ajor S cottish  benefice, to  th e
49supposedly vacant d ig n ity . I t  seems u n lik e ly  th a t he eve r obtained  
th e  benefice, fo r  i t  was a lread y  in  th e  possession of A lexander 
T u r in g , who had rece ived  i t  a f te r  N u d ry ’s res ig n a tio n  in  1526, and  
re ta in e d  i t  u n til he became p ro vo st o f M ethven  in  1 5 3 2 .^  The
See above, p. 101,
49 3 Sept. 1529 (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 2 /1 3 5 -6 ).
50 F a s ti. 276.
T u r in g  fam ily  came from  Foveran in A b e rd een sh ire  and w ere lik e ly  to
be able to re ta in  a benefice in th e  n o rth  o f Scotland ag ain st
51com petition of th is  k in d .
A second a ttem pt to  p ro v id e  Zucchellus a t th e  same time to th e
52a rch d e a co n ry  of M oray on N u d ry ’s death m et w ith  no more success. 
On th is  occasion, he was opposed by James Douglas, who had been  
g iv e n  ro y a l p resen ta tio n  and in  whose cause, James V w rote  to  
Clem ent V I I  on 1 F e b ru a ry  1530, em phasizing th e  financ ia l d ra in  on 
th e  c o u n try ’s resources caused by such com petition and h in tin g
s tro n g ly  a t more fo rc e fu l action i f  th e  case was not settled
53s a tis fa c to rily . In  fa c t, Douglas k e p t possession of the  benefice
u n til  he resigned in  fa v o u r o f John B ellenden in  1533, and continued
to  hold th e  fru its  and th e  r ig h t  of re g re s s  to  the  d ig n ity  fo r  some 
54tim e th e re a fte r .
These two attem pts to  g ra n t these d ig n itie s  to Zucchellus may 
have  been m otivated spec ifica lly  by a d es ire  on the  pope’s p a r t  to  
g ra n t tan g ib le  favo u rs  to tne  C ard inal o f Ancona. As w ith  the  
co n sis to ria l benefices, how ever, papal e ffo r ts  had fo r  some time been  
d irec te d  more a t the  fin a n c ia l benefits  w hich  m ight be obtained from  
th e  system  of rese rva tio n . This concern can be seen on a t least one 
occasion, namely the  a ttem p t by the pope to  obta in  a pension o f 80 
ducats  on the arch d eaco n ry  of Loth ian fo r  John B aptista  Casalius in  
1532. James p ro tes ted  v ig o ro u s ly  a g a in s t th is , claim ing th a t no 
h o ld e r o f the  d ig n ity  had consented to  th e  pension, a lthough th is
51 F o r th e  T u rin g  fam ily , see W.Temple, Thanage of F erm artvn  
(Aberdeen, 1894), 565-71.
52 Easli, 241-2.
53 James V L e tte rs . 167-8.
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27 Aug. 1533 (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 2 /2 6 7 -8 );  see B ellenden, C hronicles, ii, 
427-8.
was p ro b ab ly  u n tru e , and also on the s ta n d ard  grounds th a t th e
w ealth  o f th e  realm would be exhausted by  the  exp o rt of money i f  he
55allowed th is  sort of tran sac tio n . T h ere  is no fu r th e r  notice of th is  
case, and i t  appears lik e ly  th a t the  d ig n ity  rem ained free  from an y  
such pension.
A lthough ro yal r ig h ts  u n d e r th e  In d u lt  and its  successor bulls  
did not s tre tch  beyond th e  deaneries, the  evidence suggests th a t th e  
crow n continued to take  an in te re s t in  appointm ents to these lesser  
d ig n ities . To a large  e x ten t, th is  in vo lvem ent stemmed from th e
concession made in  1450 by the  Scottish  bishops when th e y
acknow ledged the c ro w n ’s r ig h t  to p re s e n t to benefices in
r/'
ecclesiastical patronage d u rin g  th e  vacancy of a see, bu t th is  was
not the  sole cause of ro y a l invo lvem ent. W hatever the reason, both
James V and A rran  p u t fo rw a rd  nom inations fo r  several of these
benefices. In  some cases, these w ent uncha llenged , bu t in o th ers
th e re  w ere disputes a ris in g  from  a lte rn a tiv e  nominations.
One unopposed nom ination was th a t o f Thomas Erskine to the
chancellorsh ip  of Glasgow in  June 1532, th e  in te n tio n  being th a t he
would cede the benefice to John Reid, p ro vo st of Semple 'w ith
reserva tio n  to E rskine o f re g re s s  b y  demission o f Reid or o th e r
57cause of vacancy . Th is  was p a r t  o f a com plicated arrangem ent, 
the  aim of which was to  secure possession o f the  benefice fo r  
E rsk ine  a t some la te r date. In  fa c t i t  was not u n til 1 A p ril 1535 th a t
John Leishman, who had held th e  d ig n ity  since 1524, a c tu a lly
8 Feb. 1532 (James V L e tte rs . 206 -7 ). A pension to a Roman c le rk
was g ranted  on 3 M arch  1530 (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 2 /1 8 7 -8 ) .
See above, p. 17.
^  10 June (James V L e tte rs . 224).
res ig n ed , and E rskine then  sought p ro v is io n  to  th e  chancellorship,
58re s e rv in g  an annual pension o f £40 Scots fo r  Leishman. There is
no evidence, however, th a t he d id  su b seq u en tly  cede the  benefice to
Reid. Two months la te r, he res ig n ed  instead  in  fa v o u r of W alter
Maxwell, who was a member of th e  ro y a l household, w hile re ta in in g
59the  r ig h t  o f regress to the d ig n ity  i f  Maxwell res ig n ed  i t  or died.
A t the same time, the pension pa id  to  Leishman on his resignation  in
fa v o u r o f E rsk ine  was stopped, a p p a re n tly  by  m utual consent, so as
fif)not to h in d e r Leishman’s appo in tm ent to the  v ica rag e  of Kilmacolm. 
The p recise  term s of the o r ig in a l a rran g em en t w ere th u s  c learly  not 
applied , th o u g h  the u ltim ate o b je c tiv e  was achieved. John Reid’s 
name n e v e r reappeared in  connection w ith  th e  d ig n ity ; by 1539, 
how ever, E rsk in e  was chancello r o f Glasgow, and continued as such 
t i l l  Ju ly  1548, when his b ro th e r, John, was g iven  ro ya l presentation  
on Thomas’s resignation  w hile  th e  see was vacant. The case
illu s tra te s  the  use of a re s e rv a tio n  w ith  th e  r ig h t  of regress in  
o rd e r to  ensure  the re tu rn  of a benefice to  th e  o rig in a l holder and  
thus co n tro l the  succession in  the  e v e n t o f a vacancy. In  th is  
p a rtic u la r  instance, the o b je c tiv e  was to  secure th e  benefice fo r the
nn
sons of Lord  E rsk ine , one of th e  lo rd s  o f council. The
completeness of the docum entation fo r  these resignations and
appointm ents indicates a t th e  same time th e  value  attached to
58 Reg. Supp. 2172, f.143-144 .
30 May 1535 (Reg. Supp. 2178, f. 137v -1 3 8 ); M axwell’s provision  
(Reg. Lat. 1631, f .3 v -5 ) ;  Prom ise o f annates , 12 A ugust (PRO 
3 1 /9 -3 3 /f .9 -1 0 );  E rs k in e ’s r ig h t  o f re g res s  (Reg. Lat. 1631, 
f . l5 6 v -1 5 9 v ).
60 Reg. Supp. 2176, f,14v ; PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /f .2 1 -2 2 .
61 7 Novem ber (James V L e tte rs . 380).
62 20 J u ly  RSS. iiif no.2869).
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obta in ing  papal confirm ation  o f th e  arrangem ents, w ith  th e  
consequent b en efit to c u r ia l finances even w ith o u t the  in te rv e n tio n  of 
o th e r claim ants. The case is also in te re s tin g  in  an o th er respect, in  
th a t the k in g  appears to have determ ined the  exchange w ithout a n y  
re fe ren ce  to  the  wishes o f A rchb isho p  D unbar and th a t th e re  is no 
evidence th a t D unbar was concerned a t th is  in frin g em en t of his  
r ig h ts  o f patronage. Th is  may in d ica te  th a t he was p r iv y  to th e  
arrangem ent, though th e re  can be no c e rta in ty  on th is  point.
A second unopposed appo in tm ent was th a t of A rch ibald  Beaton,
a a
a kinsman of C ard inal Beaton, to th e  p recen to rsh ip  of A berdeen  
when i t  fe ll vacan t on th e  death  of David D ischington in  Jan u a ry  
1545. The p resen ta tio n  was made by  th e  crown on th is  occasion  
because th e  see was vacan t, and may have rep resen ted  an  
arrangem ent between A rra n  and th e  C ard ina l, since th e  p resenta tion  
was said to be on the advice  o f th e  g o vern o r and an annual pension  
of £100 Scots was to be pa id , w ith  A rc h ib a ld ’s consent, to M aster  
David Hamilton or to anyone else named b y  A rra n . This p resen ta tio n , 
on 1 Novem ber, was accom panied b y  a le t te r  to C ard inal Beaton  
asking him to collate D ischington to the  p recen to rsh ip  by v ir tu e  o f
/ » r
his a u th o rity  as legate a la te re . Since D ischington had died in
January , w hich was a re s e rv e d  month, i t  could be also argued  th a t
provision  was in  fa c t re s e rv e d  to  th e  papacy or his legate. Two
years la te r and a fte r  the  C a rd in a l’s death , Beaton sought a new papal
provision , saying  th a t he had rece ived  th e  p recen to rsh ip  by  o rd in a ry  
66a u th o rity , in  a move p ro b a b ly  in ten d ed  to secure his possession
fi/1 St. And. Form ., ii, 130; Sanderson , C ard in a l o f S cotland. 118.
65 1 Nov. 1545 (ESS, iii, n o .1396-7 ).
66 24 Nov. 1547 (Reg. Supp. 2622, f,175v -1 7 6 ).
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more firm ly . Though no b u ll o f p ro v is io n  has y e t been traced , he
f in
re ta in ed  the  d ig n ity  u n til his death  in  1582.
A fu r th e r  example of an unopposed presen ta tio n  to a member of
th e  Hamilton fam ily  d u rin g  A r ra n ’s g o vern o rsh ip  is found in  late 1545
w hen David Hamilton, a n a tu ra l son o f James Hamilton, was presented
to the  tre a s u re rs h ip  of D unkeld , once again  d u rin g  a vacancy in  the  
fiftsee. The p resen ta tio n  was made a t a tim e when the  bishopric its e lf
was in  d ispute  between R obert C rich to n , supported  by  M ary of Guise
and John Hamilton, and presum ab ly  re p res e n te d  a move to s tren g th en
the  Hamilton in te re s t in  the  c h a p te r. A lthough no papal records of a
provis ion  have y e t been fo u n d , he re ta in e d  the  benefice a t least u n til
691547, when he resigned  in fa v o u r  o f John Hamilton.
There  is also a t least one case w here , a lthough no exp lic it 
ro ya l su p p o rt can be found in  th e  sources, we can reasonably assume 
ro ya l goodwill. This was the  appo in tm ent o f Ham ilton’s predecessor, 
Laurence T a illie fe ir , to the  tre a s u re rs h ip  o f Dunkeld in  1532. 
T a illie fe ir , a sec re ta ry  to James V, had prom ised th e  annates as
coad ju to r to W alter Small in  Novem ber o f th a t yea r, having
70presum ably sought p rov is ion  p re v io u s ly  from  Clement V II ,  and when
71Small died, he sought a new p ro v is io n  on 19 M arch 1535. He seems
to have re ta in ed  i t  p eace fu lly  fo r  th re e  years  u n til some opposition
em erged from  w ith in  his own fam ily . His second req u es t fo r  a new
provision  in  May 1538 may in d ica te  his reco g n itio n  of the  p o ssib ility  
72of litig a tio n . Despite A r th u r  T a ill ie fe ir ’s claim th a t Laurence was 
67 Easti, 11.
^  9 Dec. (RSS. ii i,  no.1421); Leg itim ation  (RSS. iii,  no.2755).
See below, p. 158.
70 19 Nov. (Eaati* 114).
71 Reg. Supp. 2166, f.208 -208v .
72 21 May (Reg. Supp. 2306, f.2 3 5 v -2 3 6 ).
occu p yin g  the  benefice ille g a lly  and th a t  i t  had been vacant so long
73th a t  its  p resenta tion  had devolved to the  pope, the  tre a s u re rs h ip  
n e ve rth e les s  rem ained in  Laurence ’s hands; tw o years la te r , he also 
m anaged to fre e  i t  from  its  last lin ks  w ith  th e  Small fam ily when he 
secured  th e  cancellation o f a pension of £20 Scots to  George Small.74 
T h e re  is no evidence th a t Bishop C rich to n  opposed the appointm ent 
in  a n y  w ay, and ta c it episcopal s u p p o rt may have been g iven.
I t  is c lear, th en , th a t ro ya l nom inations to the  lesser ca th ed ra l
d ig n itie s  w ere made u tiliz in g  crown r ig h ts  sede vacante  and also in
one case -  the  ad m itted ly  s lig h tly  unusual one o f the  chancellorsh ip
o f Glasgow -  when the  b ishopric  was not v ac a n t, a term  w hich c lea rly
in c lu d ed  th e  period before  provision  and d u r in g  d isputes o ver sees.
Since these benefices w ere su b jec t to th e  ru le s  o f rese rva tio n  ra th e r
th a n  th e  term s of the  In d u lt , how ever, th e  scope fo r  challenging
ro y a l w ishes was much g re a te r, and th e  most obvious source of such
opposition  was lik e ly  to be the  bishops, as th e  r ig h tfu l patrons. The
most dram atic example of th is  is the d isp u te  o v er the archdeacon ry
of St. A ndrew s between John C antuly and George D u ry  w hich began  
75in  1529. This was presum ably closely  associated w ith  the
c o n tin u in g  d ispute  betw een James V and A rchb isho p  James Beaton.
An e a r ly  sign of the d ispute  came in  a le t te r  from  Beaton to th e  Pope
on 12 J u ly  1529 s ta tin g  th a t he was concerned  about ro ya l su p p o rt
fo r  C an tu ly  in  the d ispute w ith  D u ry , who was h is nephew and abbot 
76o f D unferm line. Beaton’s g eneros ity  to  th e  D u ry  fam ily has been
73 4 Aug. 1538 (Reg. Supp. 2288, f,10v - l l ) .
74 21 Sept. 1540 (Reg. Supp. 2390, f.2 34 -2 3 4 v ); PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 0 5 .
75 F a s ti, 308; Sanderson, C ard ina l of S co tlan d . 96.
76 James V L e tte rs . 156.
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described as savouring  "of dynastic  am bition ra th e r  than of
77ecclesiastical zeal:" A ndrew  D u ry  was p u t in  possession of th e
abbey of Melrose and George in  possession o f D unferm line, in  add ition
to th is  claim to the  a rch d eaco n ry . C antu ly , a ro ya l fam iliar, was
g iven  fu r th e r  su pport by  James in  October 1533, when i t  was said
78th a t he had e a rlie r obtained th e  d ig n ity  by ro y a l patronage. On 22
Jan u ary  1534, how ever, D u ry  prom ised paym ent o f th e  annates o f
79possession, and on 1 Septem ber claimed th a t he had such
80possession. James V m ust soon have decided th a t th is  was one
d ispute  w hich he could not fu l ly  w in. In  M arch 1535, th e re fo re , an
agreem ent was reached, th e  case in  the  meantime having  been ju d g ed
by the  k in g , who had a p p a re n tly  allowed C antu ly  to y ie ld  his r ig h t
to th e  benefice in re tu rn  fo r  an  annual pension of 500 merks Scots,
the r ig h t  of regress in  th e  e v e n t of non-p aym en t, promotion to a
g re a te r benefice or death , and a ren uncia tion  b y  George of a ll claim
81to the  fru its  taken  up b y  C a n tu ly  p r io r  to the  date o f judgem ent.
The d ispute had c le a rly  been c a rr ie d  to Rome a t some stage, and
C an tu ly ’s pension and r ig h t  of re g res s  was g iven  papal approval on 
8230 May, while the two lit ig a n ts  also sought papal provision  fo r  
George to g e th er w ith  th e  g ra n t o f a pension and r ig h t  of regress to
oq
John from Paul I I I  in  a su p p lica tio n  dated one month la te r. I t  is
77 St. A. R en t., xix.
78 24 Oct. (James V L e tte rs . 2 49 -50 ).
79 PRO 3 1 /9 -3 2 /2 7 2 .
80 PRO 3 1 /9 -3 2 /2 8 7 .
81 4 M arch 1535 (ADCP. 4 45 -6 ).
82 Reg. Vat. 1489, f.6 7 -7 0 v ; PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 7 -1 8 ).
oq
29 June (Reg. Supp. 2188, f . 276 -277). Th ere  is  no obvious
explanation fo r  th e  odd o rd e r  of C a n tu ly ’s g ra n t of the  pension  
and r ig h t  of re g res s  and  th is  petition . No bu ll o f provision  
fo r Dury has been found .
c lea r, how ever, th a t  D u ry  had not fu lf ille d  the  term s of the
agreem ent -  p resum ably  by om itting to pay the  pension -  by
F e b ru a ry  1536, when C antu ly  sought fu lfilm e n t of th e  settlem ent
84th ro u g h  the lords o f Council, and in  a le t te r  of su p p o rt from  James
V to the  pope.8  ^ U n d e r th is  p ressu re , D u ry  seems to have g iven  in
and fu lf ille d  the  pension agreem ent, fo r  C an tu ly  promised th e  annates
o f the pension i f  George died or ceded th e  d ig n ity  on 18 F e b ru a ry  
ftfi1537. The d ispute  may have continued beyond th is  date, b u t in
an y  case i t  ended w ith  C an tu ly ’s death in  1539. James’s w ishes w ere
on th is  occasion th w a rte d  by the opposition of the  Scottish  prim ate
and by Beaton’s desire  to advance th e  in te re s ts  of his fam ily . D u ry
was one of David B eaton’s closest ad v iso rs , and D av id ’s p o w erfu l
in flu en ce  must have been used on his b eh alf and have p layed  a
87s ig n ific a n t p a r t  in  th e  fin a l outcome. A t the  same time, i t  is c lear
th a t D u ry  had to p ay  to get rid  o f his a d v e rs a ry  and th a t James V
was determ ined th a t he should keep his side of the bargain .
D u ry  soon found him self in  opposition to James again  w hen he
88tr ie d  to res ig n  in  fa v o u r of his nephew, R obert P itca irn , in  1539.
E a rly  th a t year, D u ry  had attem pted to close a possible loophole fo r
fu r th e r  litig a tio n  b y  obta in ing  su rro g atio n  in  John C a n tu ly ’s r ig h t  
89a fte r  his deathj and his subsequent res ig n atio n  in  fa v o u r  of
90P itca irn  is dated 18 Ju ly . On 21 Septem ber, how ever, R obert
84 21 Feb. ADCP. 450).
85 28 A ugust (James V L e tte rs . 323).
86 (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /5 0 -5 1 ).
87 Sanderson, ‘Kin, fre in d is  and s e rv a n d is ’, 47.
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yie lded  th e  a rch d eaco n ry  back in  fa v o u r o f George, w ith  th e
in ten tio n  presum ably  o f both  s tre n g th e n in g  D u ry ’s c u rre n t possession
and his own claim to  succession, fo r  he re ta in e d  the r ig h t  o f re g re s s
91as p a r t  o f th e  a rran g em en t. In  ad d itio n  to  the  immediate e ffe c ts  o f 
th is  re trocess ion , th e  re te n tio n  b y  P itca irn  o f the  r ig h t o f re g re s s  o r  
access i f  D u ry  died o r  resigned  allowed both  to  m aintain some hold  
on th e  benefice , as som ething of an insurance  policy. James V does 
not seem to  have been aw are of th e  re trocession  to George D u ry  fo r  
he w rote  to  C ard in a l Ghinucci in  December 1539, saying th a t  the
arch d eaco n ry  was in  th e  ro ya l g if t  and  p ro tes ting  th a t D u ry ’s
92res ig n a tio n  in  P itc a irn  s fa v o u r th e re fo re  conflic ted  w ith  his r ig h ts .  
Such a claim was u n d o u b ted ly  an extension of even James’s w ide  
in te rp re ta tio n  of ro y a l r ig h ts , since David Beaton had been  
consecrated th e  p rev io u s  year. T h ere  is no positive evidence as to
w hat happened in  th e  s h o rt ru n  as a re s u lt  o f James’s p ro te s t, b u t
93P itca irn  e v e n tu a lly  succeeded his uncle, p robab ly  round 1560. 
Royal opposition to th e  a rran g em en t may have disappeared w ith  the  
death of James V. The outcome o f these tw o disputes in d ica tes  th a t  
not only w ere th e  archb ishops of St. Andrew s determ ined to m aintain  
th e ir  own r ig h ts  o f pa tronage, b u t also th a t th ey  could do so 
e ffe c tiv e ly  ag ain s t th e  k in g . O ther bishops m ight not have had the  
same success.
The ju s tif ic a tio n  fo r  opposition to  ro ya l nom inations from  
members of noble fam ilies was of course much less com pelling. 
N evertheless, th e re  w ere  two occasions w hen a challenge o f th is  k in d  
was mounted d u rin g  th is  period . On 21 November 1542, s h o rtly
91 Reg. Supp. 2347, f . l3 1 -1 3 1 v .
92 11 Dec. (James V L e tte rs . 384-5 ).
93 F asti. 309.
before  th e  end of his re ig n , James V recommended his cub icu lar,
John Danielston, fo r th e  a rch d eaco n ry  of Dunblane a fte r  the  death of
the p rev ious  holder, John Chisholm in  th a t same month, one of those
94re se rv ed  to the  papacy. One lit ig a n t from  Rome was soon d ispu ting
th is  nomination: John T h o rn to n  p etitioned  fo r  papal p rovision  one 
95month la te r. Three  years  la te r , how ever, he ceded his r ig h t  in
96fa v o u r of Danielston. H ow ever, the  Gordons p ro v id ed  a much more
serious challenge. William Gordon, fo u rth  son of th e  e a rl of H u n tly
and chancellor of M oray, sought a  new pro v is io n  on 15 Jan u ary  1543,
97claim ing th a t he had a lre a d y  obta ined  i t  b y  papal a u th o rity . He
may also have had th e  s u p p o rt o f William Gordon, the  dean of
Dunblane. On 24 F e b ru a ry , he sought p ro ro g atio n  of the  provision
98because he could not p u b lish  le tte rs  o f  p rov is ion  in  time.
Danielston c learly  fe lt  the  s tre n g th  of th is  challenge and the need to
secure his own possession as a re s u lt, fo r  he tw ice petitioned  fo r
99provision  d u rin g  these m onths. He had been able to re ta in
governm ent support a f te r  James V ’s death , as was a ttes ted  by a 
ro yal le t te r  of 19 A p r i l , a n d  he him self sought a new provision  in
June, claim ing th a t he a lre a d y  had episcopal p r o v i s i o n . A l t h o u g h
the d ispute between D anielston and Gordon continued a t Rome u n til 
1545, i t  is c lear th a t D an ie ls to n ’s possession, aided perhaps by
94 James V , Letters» 445.
95 20 Dec. 1542 (Reg. Supp. 2480, f .3 1 -3 1 v ).
96 1 June 1545 (Reg. Supp. 2542, f.244v ; PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 7 9 ).
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f .20).
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support from  the  governm ent, was s u ffic ie n t to secure his hold on
the  benefice and w ard  o ff the  th re a t  from  Gordon, who res ig n ed  in
his favo u r on 9 M arch 1545 a t about th e  time he was nom inated fo r
102the  bishopric of A berdeen , as w ell as th a t  from  Thornton. In  fa c t
when Danielston d ied , a t some time p r io r  to  5 November 1547, an o th er
member of the  fam ily , James Gordon, described as 'o f noble b ir th ’,
was one of the  p e titio n e rs  fo r  th e  benefice, a lthough th e re  is no
evidence th a t he was successful.
On the  second occasion, th e  challenge appears to  have had
g reater success, b u t the  circum stances suggest a ra th e r  d iffe re n t
explanation. In  M arch 1547, William Gordon, the rec to r o f D u th il in
Moray, received ro y a l p resen ta tion  to th e  tre a su re rsh ip  o f Caithness,
when i t  was s ta ted  th a t the  see was vacan t. Gordon was described
la te r  as being of noble b ir th  and i t  is possible th a t he was re la te d  to
Alexander, b ro th e r o f the earl o f H u n tly , who was seeking  the
bishopric of C aithness a t the same t im e .^ ^  William sought a new
provision to th e  d ig n ity  on 14 F e b ru a ry  1548, saying th a t the
benefice was void  by resignation  of D avid  Carnegie, and th a t  he had
105a lready obtained i t  by  th e  a u th o r ity  o f the o rd in a ry . This
petition  was soon follow ed, how ever, b y  a royal p re se n ta tio n  of 
Carnegie to the  tre a s u re rs h ip  on 15 A p ril, w ith  the see again  being
102 A fu r th e r  p e titio n  fo r  p ro v is io n  was made on 29 May 1544 (Reg. 
Supp. 2513, f.2 21 v -222 ). G ordon’s resignation  (Reg. Supp. 2535, 
f.244v ; Reg. Supp. 2535, f.2 46 -2 4 6 v ; PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 7 7 -8 ).
5 Nov. 1547 (Reg. Supp. 2637, f.2 7 v ). Danielston was s till  seeking  
a new p ro v is io n  only months e a r lie r  on 6 May (Reg. Supp. 2615, 
f.45v ).
27 M arch (RSS. i i i,  no.2238). The b ish o p ric  was te c h n ica lly  held  
by R obert S te w a rt a t th e  tim e, b u t he had been seq u estra ted  
fo r treason  in  1545, and Gordon had received crow n nom ination, 
although no t prov ision .
105 Reg Supp. 2652, f.193.
1 ORdescribed as vacant. W hat appears to  be a change of mind on the
p a r t  of the governm ent should almost c e rta in ly  be seen as p a r t  of
th e  s trugg le  between A rra n  and the  Dowager w hich was p a rtic u la r ly
fie rc e  a t the time in  th e  a fte rm ath  of th e  b a ttle  of P inkie. W hatever
th e  cause, Gordon was determ ined to  re ta in  his hold on the
tre a su re rsh ip , and he sought p ro v is io n  to  the  d ig n ity  on th re e
107occasions in May and June 1548. C arnegie  responded w ith  two
petitions of his own in  J u ly  in  one of w h ich  he claimed to have the
su p p o rt of the Queen and h er tu to r , and th e re  was also a b r ie f
108in te rve n tio n  by Thomas Ker, a c le rk  o f th e  diocese, on 24 May. 
This p a rticu la r f lu r r y  o f p e titio n s  may be seen as o rig in a tin g  from  
two specific causes. On the  one hand, Thomas S tew art had died in  
A p ril 1548, and th e  benefice  was th e re fo re  leg a lly  reserved  fo r  papal 
provision; on the o th e r, a lth o u g h  by  custom the  benefice m ight be 
su b jec t to royal p re se n ta tio n  because o f th e  vacancy, the  confused  
state  of governm ent may have encouraged both Gordon, as the  
holder, and the o th e r claim ants to take  th e ir  cases to Rome. T h ere  is 
in  fa c t no evidence of fu r th e r  ro ya l in te rv e n tio n  a fte r  the two in it ia l  
presentations. In  th is  case, despite  th e  la te r  royal s u p p o rt fo r
C arneg ie ’s appointm ent, th e  d ig n ity  was re ta in ed  by Gordon u n til
1 f)Q
a fte r  the Reformation.
Opposition to ro y a l p resen ta tio n  was not lim ited to episcopal
nominees and those w ith  noble fam ily  connections. In  severa l 
instances, it  came from  claim ants of less im portance. For example,
106 R ££, iii, no.2717.
107 24 May (Reg. Supp. 2646, f.178); 25 May (Reg. Supp. 2631, f.258v );
15 June (Reg. Supp. 2639, f.47 ).
Carnegy p etitio n ed  on 7 Ju ly  (Reg. Supp. 2638, f.31) and 26 J u ly  
(Reg. Supp. 2640, f . 68v ). K e r’s p e titio n  was on 24 May (Reg. 
Supp. 2646, f .8v ).
109 Easli, 69.
w hen th e  chancellorsh ip  of A berdeen fe ll vacan t w hile  th e  see its e lf
was vacan t in  1532, p r io r  to  the  consecration  of William S tew art as
bishop, James V f ir s t  presented  William Semple, a ro y a l chaplain , to
th e  d ig n ity  on 8 Jan u ary  1 5 3 3 .^ ^  When Semple resigned  in  favour
of John Reid, th e  k ing  tra n s fe rre d  his s u p p o rt to th e  new holder in
O ctober 1534, and in  so doing, p ro v id ed  the  f i r s t  ind ication  of
opposition when he complained th a t a David Douglas was seeking the
benefice  and sought su p p o rt fo r  his new nominee. On 31
December, Reid him self sought a new prov is ion  to th e  chancellorship ,
112saying  th a t he a lread y  had o rd in a ry  p ro v is io n  to i t ,  and then
tr ie d  again  to fend  o ff the  challenge from  David Douglas w ith  a
113second p e titio n  in  Septem ber of the  fo llow ing year. I t  was not
u n til J u ly  1536 how ever th a t Douglas ceded his r ig h t  in  the  d ig n ity
in  fa v o u r of Reid . ^ 4 The s tre n g th  of R eid ’s possession may be
in d ica ted  by th e  fa c t th a t he did not have to g ra n t a pension on the
fru its  o f th e  chancellorsh ip  to rem ove Douglas’s challenge; in  any
case he seems to have re ta in ed  his hold on the  d ig n ity  u n til his 
115death in  1540. This bid by Douglas to oust ho lders w ith  royal
su p p o rt thus  fa iled .
A nother bid by  members of th e  Douglas fam ily  to w rest 
possession of a cath ed ra l d ig n ity  from  a ro y a l s e rv a n t ended  
successfu lly  in  a t least the sh o rt term . R obert C rich ton , p rovost of 
St. Giles and a ro ya l fam iliar had held th e  p re ce n to rs h ip  o f Dunkeld
110 RSS, ii, no. 1474.
111 13 Oct. 1534 (James V L e tte rs . 276 -7 ).
112 Reg. Supp. 2165, f.23.
113 25 Sept. (Reg. Supp. 2185, f .H 4 v -1 1 5 ).
114 14 Ju ly  (Reg. Supp. 2218, f,172v ).
115 Easii, 14.
1 1 fisince 1530, b u t by 1533 he was lit ig a t in g  w ith  both John and
D avid  Douglas, th e  second of whom re s ig n e d  in  fa v o u r o f Robert
Montgom ery, e lect o f Lismore, despite  h is claim th a t he had obtained
117papal p rovision , on 26 May. This re s ig n a tio n  came to noth ing , bu t
John Douglas and Crichton continued th e ir  litig a tio n . C richton was
g iven  exp lic it ro y a l su pport in O ctober 1533 and again  in  March  
1181534, when James stated th a t C rich to n  had rece ived  the  benefice
b y  both o rd in a ry  and papal a u th o r ity , and  i t  seems lik e ly  th a t he
also had the su p p o rt of Bishop George C rich ton . In  the  second of
th e  two le tte rs  i t  was said th a t Douglas was in  Paris and conducting
his litig a tio n  from  th e re  by fra u d u le n t means. The case was fin a lly
settled  in  A ugust 1536, when a concord was a rran g ed  betw een the
two litig an ts  by  w hich Robert y ie ld ed  h is r ig h t  in  the d ig n ity  in
fa v o u r of John Douglas, b u t re ta in ed  th e  f r u its  and o th er emoluments
fo r  one or severa l years from the  death  o f A lexander Hay, his
predecessor as p recen to r. This concord appears to have had the
assent of Bishop C richton. Douglas may have hoped to secure the
119fru its  and possession fa ir ly  soon. In  fa c t, how ever, he resigned
in  fa v o u r of John Douglas 'ju n io r ’ in  O ctober of th a t yea r and died
120d u rin g  the  same month. The ch an ce llo rsh ip  th e re fo re  rem ained in  
th e  fam ily  a lthough , as we shall see, a separate  challenge was 
subsequently  mounted to John Douglas ju n io r ’s possession. 
N otw ithstanding James V ’s e a rly  s u p p o rt fo r  C richton -  who la te r  
succeeded his kinsm an as bishop o f D u n ke ld  -  i t  was n everthe less
116 Easti, 109.
117 PRO 3 1 /9 -3 2 /2 4 1 .
118 Date in  October u n certa in  (James V L e tte rs . 251); 22 M arch 1534 
(James V L e tte rs . 260).
119 2 August (Reg. Supp. 2220, f . l5 2 v -1 5 3 v ).
120 See below, p. 143.
Douglas who won his case a t Rome, and his fam ily  w hich re ta in ed  it  
a fte r  his death.
The e a rl of A rra n  s im ila rly  encountered opposition  to one o f his
nominees. When Gavin D u nbar, tre a s u re r  of Ross, died in  1546, John
Hamilton o f M illb u rn  was p resen ted  to the d ig n ity  b y  the  crown on 13
Septem ber while the  see was vacant fo llow ing th e  death of R obert 
121C airncross. By June 1547, however, he had two com petitors fo r
th e  benefices. On 3 June, Robert F raser p e titio n ed  fo r  a new
p ro v is io n , claiming th a t he a lread y  had an exp ec ta tive  grace from  the  
122pope, and the  fo llow ing day Thomas K er also sought papal
p ro v is io n , claiming th a t i t  had devolved to papal p rov is ion  by  the
123delay in  f illin g  th e  d ig n ity . Hamilton and F ra se r were s till
l it ig a tin g  in  F e b ru a ry  1548, when Hamilton p e titio n ed  on his own
behalf fo r  p ro v is io n .^ 24 How ever, he had d ied b e fo re  22 A p ril, when
the  crow n presented  John Robertson, s tep-son  o f M atthew  Hamilton of
M illb u rn , to the tre a s u re rs h ip  sta ting  th a t th e  see was vacant,
a lthough  by  th is  time D avid P an iter had been p ro v id ed  to the
b ishopric  though not consecrated. Robertson h im self petitioned  fo r
125p ro v is io n  a month la te r. F raser how ever, ta k in g  advantage of
Ham ilton’s death, continued to d ispute the  case by  seeking provision
1 9fihim self b y  surrogatio n  in  Ham ilton’s r ig h t  on 24 May. The o th e r
claim ant, Thomas Ker, was e ffe c tiv e ly  'b o u g h t o f f ’ in  November 1548
121 RSS. iii,  no. 1892. A lthoug h  David P an ite r had rece ived  crown  
nom ination to the b ish o p ric , he had not y e t rece ived  prov is ion  
and been consecrated.
122 Reg. Supp. 2605, f.80v .
123 4 June (Reg. Supp. 2605, f.79).
124 22 Feb. 1548 (Reg. Supp. 2647, f . l0 9 v -1 1 0 ).
^2  ^ RSS. iii,  no.2372. R obertson ’s p e tition  was dated  18 May (Reg. 
Supp. 2633, f.122).
126 Reg. Supp. 2646, f . l6 1 v -162 .
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w hen he yielded his r ig h t  in  the  benefice in  fa v o u r o f F raser and an
annual pension of 20 m erks Scots to g e th e r w ith  the  r ig h t  of reg ress
127i f  F ra s e r reneged on th e  paym ent of th e  pension. F raser him self, 
how ever, subsequently  rea lized  th a t he too - had litt le  hope of 
w res tin g  the  tre a s u re rs h ip  from  the man in  possession, fo r on 25 
A u gust 1549, w ith o u t even  seeking a pension, he yie lded his r ig h t  in  
fa v o u r o f Robertson who re ta in ed  th e  d ig n ity  u n til his death in  
1596.128
I t  is c lear th a t1; th e re  was s till considerab le  scope fo r  ro y a l 
in flu en ce  in  the appo in tm ents  to such le s s e r d ign ities , p rim a rily  
a ris in g  from the  ro y a l r ig h t  o f p resen ta tio n  to  such benefices d u rin g  
an y  vacancy in a see. I t  is c lear too th a t  th is  r ig h t  was also  
understood, a t least b y  th e  crow n, as in c lu d in g  periods when a new  
bishop had rece ived  papal p rov is ion  b u t had not ye t been  
consecrated. Royal in flu e n ce  also extended  beyond the making of 
presentations d u rin g  a vacancy  to inc lude nom inations made a t o th e r  
times and support fo r  a p a rtic u la r  can d id a te , these usually  being  
in d iv id u a ls  in royal serv ice . Such in flu en ce  d id  not go unchallenged, 
how ever, fo r th e re  a re  severa l examples o f opposition to ro ya l 
nominees, both when th e  crow n had a leg itim a te  r ig h t  of p resen ta tio n  
and when the ro ya l r ig h t  was less c lear. W here th a t opposition had  
a strong  legal and p ra c tic a l basis, as was p a r t ic u la r ly  the case w ith  
th e  appointm ent of D u ry  and su b seq u en tly  h is nephew by th e  two  
Beaton archbishops -  w h ere  the  case is p e rh ap s  b e tte r seen as ro y a l 
opposition to an ep iscopal appointm ent ra th e r  than  the  o ther w ay  
round -  then ro ya l in flu e n ce  seems to  have  been in s u ffic ie n t to  
d efeat the challenge. W here th e  opposition was less w ell-fo u n d ed  as
127 21 Nov. (Reg. Supp. 2648, f.132 ).
128 Reg. Supp. 2675, f .9 1 v -92 ; F a s ti. 281.
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in  th e  m a jo rity  of o th e r cases, ro y a l in flu en ce  usually  c a rr ie d  the  
day.
The r ig h t  o f patronage to these lesser d ig n ities , how ever, lay
w ith  the  bishops in  normal circum stances. In  ad d itio n  to  these
occasions w hen bishops may have co n cu rred  in  ro y a l p resentations
o r, as happened w ith  the  archdeacon ry  of St. A ndrew s, successfu lly
res is ted  ro y a l in flu en ce , th ere  w ere a t least two occasions when
appointm ents w ere  made by bishops, a p p a re n tly  w ith  l i t t le  or no
opposition. One of these concerned th e  second a rch d eaco n ry  in the
diocese of St. A ndrew s, th a t of Loth ian , w hich th e  Beaton fam ily
succeeded in  re ta in in g  even a fte r  the  death  of David Beaton. When
P atrick  S te w a rt died in  A p ril 1545, one of th e  rese rv ed  months, John
Stevenson and David M ethven both sought papal p rov is ion  on 31 May
and 1 June re sp e c tive ly . On the  la t te r  date too, how ever, W alter
Beaton, the  n a tu ra l b ro th e r of th e  c ard in a l, also sought p ro v is io n  to
th e  a rch d eaco n ry , and the two o th e r claim ants c le a rly  d isappeared
130qu ick ly  from  th e  scene. Two years  la te r , in  A ugust 1547, W alter
131resigned  in  fa v o u r o f his nephew, A lexander, David B eaton’s son;
in  March of th e  fo llow ing year, how ever, A lexander res ig n ed  back in
fa v o u r of h is uncle w h ils t re ta in in g  the  r ig h t  of access to  the
d ig n ity  i f  W alter ceded his r ig h t  in  th e  benefice o r died. Only then
1 32did  W alter ob ta in  papal prov ision  to the  a rch d eaco n ry . The
31 May (Reg. Supp. 2554, f.70v -7 1 ); 1 June (Reg. Supp. 2543, 
f.234 -234v ).
130 Reg. Supp. 2555, f.135.
131 29 Aug. (Reg. Supp. 2619, f.59v -6 0 ).
132 A lexander B eaton’s resignation , 21 M arch (Reg. Supp. 2642,
f.237v -2 3 8 ); W alter Beaton’s p ro v is io n  (Reg. Lat. 1793, f .2 6 -2 7 ). 
On 30 December, he promised the  annates (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /2 4 7 ).  
A lexander Beaton’s bu ll of re g res s  (Reg. Lat. 1793, f .2 8 -3 0 v ).
He prom ised annates of reg ress  w ith  W alter (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /2 4 7 ).
mechanics of th is  re tro cess io n  w ere sim ilar to  th e  procedure followed  
b y  W alter’s cousin, George D u ry , in  resp ec t of the p r in c ip a l  
archdeaconry . I t  was p resum ab ly  the  ru les  w ith  re g ard  to a vacancy  
by the  death o f a h o ld er in  a rese rv ed  month and the desire  to  
secure the  benefice so s ec u re ly  as to fen d  o ff an y  challenge from  th e  
crown of elsew here w hich  took th e  two Beatons to Rome. But th e re  
can be lit t le  doubt th a t th e  o rig in a l appointm ent was made by D avid  
Beaton. W alter, like  D u ry , was an ad v is e r o f the  card ina l, who  
en tru s te d  him w ith  re s p o n s ib ility  fo r the  papal legate , Marco G rim ani, 
in  1543.133
While William S te w a rt was bishop of A berdeen , the  tre a s u re rs h ip  
came in to  the  hands of his fam ily , th u s  p ro v id in g  a fu r th e r  example 
of an appointm ent of th is  k in d . In  J u ly  1537, George M arschell, 
tre a s u re r  since 1535, re s ig n e d  the  benefice in  fa v o u r of John  
S tew art, the son of th e  b ishop .^-34 This was in  fac t p a rt o f a  
complex arrangem ent b y  w hich  William re ta in e d  th e  fru its  of th e  
p ro v o s try  of L includen and th e  r ig h t  of reg ress  to i t  which he had  
continued to hold in commendam  when he became bishop of A berdeen , 
and M arschell, who had a lre a d y  rece ived  the  t it le  of p ro vo st o f 
Lincluden in  1536 as p a r t  o f th e  arran g em en t, in  tu rn  re ta ined  the  
fru its  of the tre a s u re rs h ip  fo r  life  o r u n til William S tew art gave up  
the  commend and f ru its  o f th e  p ro v o s try , to g e th e r w ith  the  r ig h t  o f 
regress  to the d ig n ity . William had o r ig in a lly  tr ie d  to secure th e  
appointm ent of John S te w a rt as his successor a t L includen in  1535 
w ithout success, and th is  was presum ably  a more roundabout w ay o f 
securing  a benefice fo r  h is son. I f  so i t  was c le a rly  successful. 
Papal confirm ation was g iv en  both to John’s prov is ion  and M arsch e ll’s
1 33 Sanderson, *Kin, fre in d is  and s e rv a n d is ’ , 47-8 . 
134 30 Ju ly  (Reg. Supp. 2258, f . l7 2 v -173 ).
1re te n tio n  of th e  f r u its  as a pension. John S te w a rt succeeded
M arschell in  p ra c tic a l term s when M arschell became chancello r o f
A berdeen  in  1541, and  appears  to have re ta in e d  the  tre a s u re rs h ip  
1u n til 1551. M arsche ll presum ably re ta in e d  th e  fru its  how ever u n til 
William S tew art died in  1545, enabling him in  tu rn  to obta in  th e  f ru its  
o f L includen.
There  was also one special circum stance w hich led to
appointm ents being made to  lesser d ig n ities  d ire c tly  b y  a bishop
w ith o u t an y  outside invo lvem ent. When Bishop R obert Reid gave the
c a th ed ra l a t K irkw a ll a new constitu tion  in  1544, he p resen ted  Malcolm
137H alcro  to the p ro v o s try  o f O rkney. In  th is  case, th e  reason may
have been the fa c t th a t  Halcro had been archdeacon of S hetland ,
w hich  was the senior o ffice  in  the diocese, since 1529, and the
appointm ent was som ething of a promotion w ith  a change of t it le  as
p a r t  o f the new a d m in is tra tiv e  s tru c tu re . He re ta in ed  th e  d ig n ity
138u n til 1544. The Halcros w ere also a  m ajor O rkn ey  fam ily , and  as
such in  a s trong  position  w ith  reg ard  to  ho ld ing  offices w ith in  the
diocese. Nicholas H alcro  was also appo in ted  p re ce n to r o f K irk w a ll
C athedra l a t th e  same tim e, and was la te r  succeeded b y  Magnus
139Halcro. What is p e rh ap s  more s u rp ris in g  is th a t th e re  is no
evidence of the  erec tio n  o f the  new c o n stitu tio n  being confirm ed a t 
Rome, which may be a fu r th e r  ind ication  o f th e  tendency  fo r  the
Provision fo r  S te w a rt, 20 Ju ly  (Reg. Lat. 1674, f.82v -8 5 ); pension  
fo r  MarscheU, same date  (Reg. Lat. 1674, f.7 9 v -8 2 ).
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137 28 Oct. 1544 (RMS, i i i ,  no.3102).
138 F asti. 255.
139 Fasti. 256.
rem oter dioceses to  be less concerned w ith  the  fo rm a lities  o f papal 
governm ent th a n  th e  more c en tra l o n e s .^ ^
Ju st as p resen ta tio n s  made by the  k in g  enco u n tered  opposition  
from  vario u s  sources and w ere not alw ays successfu l, so episcopal 
appointm ents w ere n o t alw ays made w ith o u t co u n ter-c la im s  being p u t 
fo rw a rd . When th e  p recen to rsh ip  of Ross fe ll  v ac a n t on th e  death of 
W alter S te w a rt in  J a n u a ry  1542, fo r example, i t  im m ediately  a ttra c te d  
severa l claim ants a t  Rome, since i t  had become v ac a n t in  one o f the  
re s e rv e d  months. John Elphinstone f i r s t  sought p ro v is io n  on 23 
J an u a ry , fo llow ing th is  w ith  a second p e titio n  on 7 F e b ru a ry , in  a 
p e titio n  in  w hich he im plied the presence o f an in t r u d e r . "^44 These  
w ere ra p id ly  fo llow ed b y  petitions from  James Salmond, one of the  
S cottish p ro c u ra to rs  a t Rome, A rch ibald  Hay and William M eldrum , a ll 
w ith in  the  next m onth ;^42 none of these, how ever, ap p ear to have 
p ro v id ed  sustained opposition. By 1544, he had a  much more 
form idable ch a llen g er in  th e  form o f John C a irncross , who was 
presum ably the  choice o f the  bishop, R o b ert C airncross, and may well 
have been his n a tu ra l son who was leg itim ized  in 1537. ^ 43 
Elphinstone fo r  his p a r t  was a s e rv a n t o f the  e a r l o f A rra n . ^ 44 A t 
an y  event, C airncross and Elphinstone w ere  lit ig a t in g  on 9 March
44^ For an o th er example, see th e  d ean ery  o f A rg y ll, above, 109.
141 23 Jan. (Reg. Supp. 2460, f.256-256v ); 7 Feb. (Reg. Supp. 2469,
f. 192).
142 Salmond, 13 Feb. (Reg. Supp. 2450, f,1 62 -1 6 2 v ); H ay, 25 Feb. (Reg.
Supp. 2446, f.2 16 -2 1 6 v ); Meldrum , 26 Feb. (Reg. Supp. 2481, 
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1451544, w hen Cairncross sought papal p ro v is io n . W hatever happened  
a t th is  stage, the litig a tio n  continued  fo r  a t least fo u r years; i t  was 
not u n t il  1551 th a t Cairncross f in a lly  ach ieved  und isputed  possession, 
and th is  was only achieved b y  p ay in g  E lph instone a pension to buy  
o ff  his opposition. ^ 48 A lthough th e  lit ig a tio n  continued fo r  nine  
y ea rs , th e  indication from  E lph instone th a t th e re  was an in tru d e r  in  
th e  benefice in  1542 may ra ise  doubts as to w h eth er he eve r did  
have p ractica l possession of th e  p re ce n to rs h ip . Despite the  
o p p o rtu n itie s  fo r litig a tio n  o ffe re d  by the  ru les  of reservatio n , a 
member of the Cairncross fam ily , who p resum ab ly  was the nominee of 
bishop Robert C airncross, was e v e n tu a lly  able to secure his 
possession.
S im ilarly , John L au d er, who was a close associate of the
arch b ish o p  of Glasgow, Gavin D unbar,^4  ^ n everth e less  had to f ig h t
o ff  two challenges to his possession o f th e  archdeaconry o f
Tevio tda le . He had obta ined possession of th e  d ig n ity  on the death
148of Thomas Ker early  in  1534. Two years  la te r , John Duncanson,
an o th e r of the Scots a t Rome, mounted a b r ie f  challenge, claim ing
th a t  he a lready  had papal p ro v is io n  and basing his case on K e r’s
149death  in  August, a re se rv ed  month. The main challenge, how ever,
came from  Thomas T ra ill a g a in s t whom L a u d e r was litig a tin g  a t Rome
150on 3 October 1536. In  May of the  fo llow ing  y e a r, Lauder declared
th a t  T ra ill was dead and sought su rro g a tio n  in  his r ig h t to g e th e r
145 Reg. Supp. 2525, f . l0 1 v -1 0 2 .
146 F a s ti. 276.
1 47 St. A. Form ., i , v ii.
148 Easti, 178.
149 25 A p ril (Reg. Supp. 2207, f.2 58 -2 5 8 v ).
150 Reg. Supp. 2228, f.2 67 -2 6 7 v .
w ith  p r o v i s i o n . A  th ird  challenge came in  November 1537, when
John Campbell, p ro b ab ly  the la te r bishop of the  Is les , sought
152pro v is io n  to th e  benefice on the  grounds th a t Lauder was dead.
This was not tru e , and in  fa c t L auder re ta in ed  th e  a rch d eaco n ry
153u n til 1543 and indeed  th e  fru its  o f the  benefice u n til 1551.
In  these cases, the  b ishop’s nominees w ere able to  fe n d  o ff
successfu lly  th e  th re a ts  to th e ir  possession despite th e  o p p o rtu n ity
g iven  by the death  o f p revious ho lders  in  reserved  months to
po ten tia l claim ants, and p a rtic u la r ly  th e  group  of Scots w o rk in g  in
Rome. There  is one case, how ever, w here  a bishop seems to have
had lim ited success in  securing  the appointm ent of his nominee. The
Chisholm fam ily , w hich  had held the  b ish o p ric  of Dunblane since 1487,
made a determ ined e f fo r t  to obta in  th e  chancello rsh ip  o f th e  diocese
from  1531 onw ards. John Chisholm, who was in  possession in  th a t
year, when he appears  to have b ought o ff opposition from  John 
i  5 4
Th o rn to n , claimed in  A p ril 1536 th a t he had a lre a d y  obta ined  the
d ig n ity  *by o rd in a ry  or apostolic a u th o r ity ’ b u t sought a new 
1 55prov is ion  to it . However, P a trick  Forhous, who had been p ro v id ed
156to the  chancello rsh ip  in  1529, was lit ig a tin g  w ith  Chisholm on 13 
A ugust 1538, w hen the  crown opposed him on the grounds th a t  he 
was purchas ing  o r im p etratin g  a t Rome both th is  d ig n ity  and the  
subdeanery  o f B rech in , to g e th er w ith  th e  parsonage of S p o tt, w hich
151 2 May 1537 (Reg. Supp. 2245, f . l2 5 v -1 2 6 ).
152 23 Nov. (Reg. Supp. 2218, f.223v -2 4 4 ).
153 F.asJa, 178.
154 26 Jan. (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 2 /1 9 0 -1 ).
26 A p ril (Reg. Supp. 2207, f.258-259 . On 20 Ju ly  1538, he also  
sought p ro ro g a tio n  fo r  two years  o f the  condition th a t  he took
p r ie s t’s o rd e rs  w ith in  two years  (Reg. Supp. 2300, f .3 4 -3 4 v ).
156 F a sti. 85.
was in  ro y a l patronage. The lo rds  of Council asked th a t he produce
the  licence which he claimed to have to purchase the two  
1 fi7d ig n ities . Against th is  background , John Chisholm him self
p etitio n ed  fo r  a new p ro v is io n  e a r ly  th e  fo llow ing y ea r, a move w hich
suggests th a t his possession was not re a lly  secure. ^ 8 T h at th is  was
indeed th e  case is in d ica ted  b y  a reco rd  of his hav ing  resigned in
159fa v o u r of Forhous in  A p ril 1542. W hether he abandoned all claim
to th e  chancellorsh ip  a t th is  p o in t is not to ta lly  c lear fo r, in  1549,
when R obert Lyon, a c le rk  o f A berdeen  diocese, sought provision to
th e  d ig n ity , he did so on th e  grounds th a t John Chisholm had died
1 finin  a re se rv ed  month. A p a rt from  th is , how ever, th e re  is no
fu r th e r  mention of the Chisholm fam ily  a fte r  1543. Despite the w eig h t
of episcopal a u th o rity  w hich m ust have assisted Chisholm’s case, th e
fam ily  a p p are n tly  fa iled  to re ta in  th e  chancello rsh ip . D uring th e
1540s, the  Forhous fam ily  tr ie d  to  re ta in  its  hold on the  d ig n ity  by
P a tr ic k ’s resignation  in fa v o u r  o f his n a tu ra l b ro th e r ’s son, also
1 fi1named P a tric k , on 24 June 1543. This seems to have fa iled ,
how ever, because of the death  o f th e  yo unger P a tric k  in a rese rved
month. Two claimants a t Rome th en  sought prov is ion  to the
chancellorsh ip , David Bonar be ing  th e  f i r s t  on 3 A p ril 1547, and
1 fi?A lexander Thomson two months la te r . Possibly because both of
these claim ants were outs ide  Scotland, n e ith e r of them appears to
157 ADCP. 472.
158 22 M arch (Reg. Supp. 2334, f.5 1 -5 2 v ).
19 A p ril 1542 (SRO, P ro t. Book Edw ard  Dikson, f.7 0 v ).
160 4 Jan. 1549 (Reg. Supp. 2648, f . l5 4 v -1 5 5 ).
Reg. Supp. 2489, f.268v ; The yo u n g er P a tric k  sought p rorogation  
of the  provision  fo r  6 months to p u b lish  the  res ig n atio n  on 26 
June 1545 (Reg. Supp. 2555, f.256v ).
1 fiO
B onar’s p etitio n  (Reg. S upp. 2618, f,122v ); Thomas’s p e tition , 25 
June (Reg. Supp. 2610, f . l9 5 -1 9 5 v ).
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have been successful. I t  was James Kennedy, who f i r s t  appears  
named as chancellor in  1546, and ab o u t whom no c u ria l record  has 
been traced  so fa r , who obta ined  th e  d ig n ity  and re ta in ed  i t  t i l l  
1571.163
T h reats  to ro ya l nom inations and to  those of episcopal patrons  
c le a rly  caused litig a tio n  on a considerab le  scale. O ther d isputes over 
these d ign ities  which did not a ris e  in  these ways and whose roots  
a re  less obvious w ere also c a rr ie d  to Rome d u rin g  th is  period . For 
example, litig atio n  began o ver th e  a rch d eaco n ry  o f D unkeld  in  1547
“1 C. A
between David Meldrum and D avid  Spens. Meldrum  resigned  in
fa v o u r o f Spens on 10 May and Spens obtained provision  to the  
165d ig n ity . Ten days la te r , how ever, Spens resigned  back in  favo u r
of M eldrum , w ith  access to th e  d ig n ity  fo r him self i f  Meldrum
1 fifires igned  or died. On th e  s u rfa ce , these transactions simply
appear as a p a ir  of in te rlo c k in g  res ig n a tio n s  designed to ensure
Spens* peaceful succession. L a te r  in  th e  y ear, how ever, Spens twice
sought prorogation of his p ro v is io n  in  term s w hich make c lear th a t
1 fi7he reg ard ed  only the o r ig in a l re s ig n a tio n  as va lid , and he also
1 fiftsought a new provision  in  J a n u a ry  1548. Seven months la te r,
Meldrum  re -ap p eared  ask ing  fo r  a commission by  b r ie f  ag ain st Spens 
who, he claimed, had fa lse ly  asserted  a res ig n atio n  and had in tru d e d
163 Fasti, 85.
164 F a s ti. 121-2.
165 Reg. Supp. 2616, f.270v -271; P ro v is io n  (Reg. Lat. 1784, f .3 -5 v ).
166 20 May 1547 (Reg. Supp. 2619, f.2 6 6 -2 6 6 v ).
167 15 Oct. (Reg. Supp. 2617, f.9 8 ); 19 Dec. (Reg. Supp. 2623, f .8 1 -
81v ); he obliged h im self fo r  th e  annates  on 23 December (PRO 
3 1 /9 -3 3 /3 2 5 ).
168 14 Jan. 1548 (Reg. Supp. 2624, f.7 8 v -7 9 ).
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169him self in  th e  archdeaconry. M eldrum  had in  fa c t held the
d ig n ity  since 1532, b u t his long occupancy fa iled  to  enable him to
re s is t Spens’s persistence successfu lly , a lthough he d id  not f in a lly
succumb u n til 1550 when Spens managed to secure th e  benefice,
170w hich he su b sequently  re ta ined  u n til 1586. None o f th e  petitions,
how ever, g ives an y  clue as to th e  cause of th e  d ispute .
The d ispu te  a t Dunkeld in vo lved  on ly  two lit ig a n ts . There was
co n sid erab ly  more com petition fo r  th e  tre a s u re rs h ip  o f B rech in  a fte r
Charles Fotheringham  resigned th e  benefice on 6 J u ly  1536 in  fa v o u r
of R obert M onypenny, w h ils t re ta in in g  a ll the  fru its  and  th e  r ig h t  of 
171reg ress . M onypenny c le a rly  fe lt  u n su re  about th e  s e c u rity  o f his
position fo r , on 6 November, he sought both a new provis ion  and
pro ro g atio n  of the  provision  fo r  6 months so th a t he m ight obtain
172possession of th e  d ig n ity . Th is  fee lin g  of in s e c u rity  was ju s tifie d ,
fo r  opposition from  a v a r ie ty  o f lit ig a n ts  soon appeared , a lthough few
of these can re a lly  have expected an y  measure of success from  th e ir
173e ffo rts . William Tonson sought p ro v is io n  on 7 A ugust 1536; P eter
Sandelands, claim ing th a t he was of noble b ir th , asked  fo r  a new
prov is ion  on 20 December and again  in  May 1538, w hen he said th a t
174M onypenny had died in  a re s e rv e d  month. John Tod, a p r ie s t of
Glasgow, s im ila rly  sought p ro v is io n  on 12 A p ril 1537, claim ing th a t
21 Oct. 1548 (Reg. Supp. 2642, f.230v -231); B rie f re g is te re d  22 
Oct. (B rev . Lat. 46, f.614)>
170 F a s ti. 122.
^7  ^ Reg. Supp. 2218, f.223v -224 ; P rovis ion  o f M onypenny (Reg. Lat.
1663, f . l2 3 v -126); Pension to  Fotheringham  (Reg. L a t. 1663, f .6 1 -  
63v ). M onypenny prom ised annates and Fo theringham  the  
annates o f regress  on 20 O ctober (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /4 6 ; PRO 3 1 /9 -  
3 3 /4 5 -6 ).
172 Reg. Supp. 2237, f.246v -247; Reg. Supp. 2235, f.287v .
173 Reg. Supp. 2220, f . l2 4 -1 2 4 v .
174 Reg. Supp. 2233, f.86v -87; 31 May (Reg. Supp. 2301, f.6 4 v -6 5 v ).
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Fotheringham  had died in e ith e r  the  p rev io u s  October or November, 
b oth  of which were re s e rv e d  months, and asked fo r surrogation  in
i ar
M onypenny’s r ig h ts  th ir te e n  months la te r . With the deaths of
both  Fotheringham  and M onypenny in  these  months, the fie ld  fo r
lit ig a n ts  was wide open. James Salmond, a Scottish p ro c u ra to r a t
176Rome, added his name to  th e  lis t of p e titio n e rs  on 24 May 1538,
177and Thomas Huchesoun fo u r  days la te r. Huchesoun however ceded
his r ig h t  in  the d ig n ity  to David M ethven  who sought provision on 14 
178A u g u st 1539. By th is  tim e, a claim was being p u t fo rw ard  from
an o th er q u arte r. H en ry  S in c la ir , a ro y a l fa m ilia r and lord of session,
had made his f ir s t  p e titio n  fo r  p ro v is io n  on 13 June 1538, and in
179A u g u st of the fo llow ing y ea r, Salmond res ig n ed  in  his favo u r.
180S in c la ir  sought a new p ro v is io n  e a r ly  th e  fo llow ing month, and
alth o u g h  he does not ap p ear again  in  th e  c u ria l records u n til May
1811544, when he again sought a new p ro v is io n , he had obtained
182collation by bishop’s a u th o r ity  on 6 June 1543. He does not
a p p ear to have rece ived  an y  e xp lic it ro y a l s u p p o rt in  his attem pt to  
re ta in  th is  d ig n ity , a lthough  he did b e n e fit from  it  in  his litig a tio n
o v e r the  parsonage of Glasgow, as we shall see, and the abbacy of
K ilw inn ing , and i t  is c lear th a t he en jo yed  ro ya l goodwill d u rin g  
James’s re ign , and does not seem to  have lost fa v o u r th e re a fte r .
175 Reg. Supp. 2246, f.182; 31 May 1538 (Reg. Supp. 2301, f.6 4 -64 v ).
176 Reg. Supp. 2308, f.9 3 v -9 4 .
177 28 May (Reg. Supp. 2294, f.253v ).
178 Reg. Supp. 2344, f . l2 1 v -122; 25 Aug. (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /3 8 ).
179 Reg. Supp. 2295, f.290v ; 11 Aug. 1539 (Reg. Supp. 2340, f.47v -4 8 ).
180 7 Sept. (Reg. Supp. 2353, f.2 47 -2 4 8 ).
181 29 May 1544 (Reg. Supp. 2513, f.2 2 1 -2 2 1 v ).
182 F a s ti. 51.
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These lit ig a n ts  a t Rome w ere not, how ever, the  on ly  people in te res te d
in  the  tre a s u re rs h ip . James A rn o tt, James Wawane and James A rd , a
nephew of John Duncanson, a ll appear as hold ing th e  d ig n ity  in
Scottish reco rd s  betw een 1541 and 1547. In d eed , i t  is no t possible to
id e n tify  w ith  a n y  c e rta in ty  who ac tu a lly  re ta in ed  i t  successfu lly . The
most lik e ly  cand idate  is p ro b ab ly  James A rd: he was to be collated  on
31 J an u ary  1543, he appeared as tre a s u re r  in  1547, and i t  was he
who was said to have died re c e n tly  when James A nderson sought
papal p ro v is io n  on 16 Jan u ary  1548. He may in  p ractice  have been in
183possession th ro u g h o u t th is  time.
Patrons w ith in  Scotland c le a rly  endeavoured to m aintain th e ir  
r ig h ts  of p a tro n ag e  to these d ig n ities  ag a in s t opposition from  o th e r  
claim ants w hen i t  became necessary to do so. As severa l o f these  
previous cases have ind icated , how ever, the scope fo r  challeng ing  
nominations by  crow n or bishop was considerable , p a r t ic u la r ly  a ris in g  
from th a t ru le  o f reserva tio n  w hich re se rv ed  benefices whose ho lder  
died in c e rta in  months to papal appointm ent. I t  is not s u rp ris in g  
th e re fo re  th a t a m ajor th re a t to  local r ig h ts  o f p a tronage  to  
ca th ed ra l d ig n ities  came from  the  g roup  of Scots a t Rome who acted  
as p ro c u ra to rs , m aking th e ir  liv in g  from  acting  on b e h a lf o f lit ig a n ts  
who could not come to the  curia . A va luab le  supplem ent to th e ir  
income could be gained by obta in ing  possession of c a th e d ra l d ig n ities  
and th e ir  f ru its . They w ere also id e a lly  s ituated  g eo g rap h ica lly  fo r  
p u rsu in g  th e ir  claims, being in vo lved  in  the  litig a tio n  process a t the  
curia . Some examples of th e ir  a c tiv ity  have a lre a d y  su rfaced  in  the  
cases examined e a r lie r  in  th is  ch ap ter. A lthough these men 
fre q u e n tly  appeared  in  ro ya l le tte rs  as being able to  fu rn is h  details  
183 F a s ti. 51; Reg. Supp. 2635, f.292v .
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o f a p a rtic u la r  case on b eh alf o f the k in g  to  th e  pope o r in flu e n tia l 
c ard in a ls , th e y  w ere ju s t  as o ften  found  lit ig a tin g  on th e ir  own 
behalf. The re la tiv e  w ea lth  of the  n o n -e le c tiv e  ca th ed ra l d ig n ities  
com pared w ith  o th e r benefices, coupled w ith  th e ir  freedom  from the  
re s tric tio n s  of th e  In d u lt  and th e re fo re  th e  likelihood of ro y a l 
in te re s t, made them  p a r t ic u la r ly  a ttra c tiv e  sources of litig a tio n  fo r  
th e  p ro cu ra to rs .
One of th e  most in v e te ra te  of the b e n efice -s ee k ers  res id en t in
Rome was John T h o rn to n , who had been e ffe c tiv e ly  in  perm anent
184residence th e re  since 1524. I t  should be said th a t  Thorn to n ,
w h a tev e r the  scale o f his ac tiv ities  on his own behalf, did indeed
p erfo rm  valuable w o rk  a t Rome on behalf o f S co ttish  clerics. In  w hat
may have been a reco g n itio n  of these en d eavo u rs , he was g iven an
open-ended  nomination b y  James V in J a n u a ry  1531 to  any benefice
o r d ig n ity  to w hich he m ight be presented  b y  th e  pope.^8  ^ W hatever
th e  value  of th is , his personal in te re s t in  these d ign ities  was
c e rta in ly  extensive. In  1534, fo r  example, he was lit ig a tin g  over the
chancellorsh ip  o f B rech in  w ith  John Colden, who had held the d ig n ity
since a t least 1532. A ccording to T h o rn to n , Colden had ceded his
r ig h t  in  the  d ig n ity  to  him and he, in tu rn , now w ished to y ie ld  his
r ig h t  to  Thomas S tra th a u c h in , who sought p ro v is io n  on th is  basis on 
1 ftfi3 November. Colden was s till chancellor in  October 1535, when he
187appeared  as a w itness, and th e re  is no fu r th e r  reco rd  of e ith e r  
Tho rn to n  or S tra th a u ch in  in  connection w ith  it . I t  is c lear,
184 Inchcolm  C h rs .. 198.
185 9 Jan. (R£&, ii, no.795).
186 Reg. Supp. 2156, f.2 0 7 -2 0 7 v .
187 10 Oct. (RSS. ii, no.1798).
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th e re fo re , th a t th is  s u it was unsuccessful. The d ig n ity  rem ained in
188C olden’s possession u n t il  a t least 1538.
Tho rn to n  appeared  again in litig a tio n  o v e r the succentorsh ip  o f
Ross in  1537. The benefice  had been held b y  David H a lib u rto n  since
1532, b u t on 23 June 1537, H aliburton  said th a t he was lit ig a tin g  in
th e  c u ria  w ith  John Thornton , having  o b ta ined  the  d ig n ity  b y
episcopal appointm ent, w hile  Thornton was said to have obta ined  i t
b y  apostolic a u th o r ity  *as i f  i t  were vacant*. H a lib u rto n  asked fo r  a
new provis ion  and su rro g atio n  in  an y  r ig h t  w hich T h o rn to n  had,
since John was proposing  to cede his r ig h t  in  the hands of the  
189pope. He rep ea ted  th is  request in M arch 1539 and y e t again  in
190sim ilar term s the  fo llow ing year. H a lib u rto n  is found w itness ing  a
c h a r te r  in  1541 in  th e  lo ca lity  along w ith  local secu lar d ig n ita rie s , so
191he m ust have been re s id e n t in the area. In  any case, T h o rn to n
was c le a rly  unable to remove him from  possession o f the
192succentorsh ip , w hich he continued to hold t i l l  a round  1570.
John Th o rn to n , how ever, was not a lw ays unsuccessfu l in  his  
lit ig a tio n , fo r  on two o th e r occasions, he did succeed in o b ta in in g  
ca th ed ra l d ig n ities . The f ir s t  of these was also concerned w ith  a  
d ig n ity  in  the  c h a p te r of Fortrose C a th ed ra l w hen he managed to  
hold o ff a num ber o f claimants to obta in  th e  subdeanery  of Ross. 
The d ig n ity  had been held  by John H ep b u rn , bishop of B rech in , since  
1516. In d e p e n d e n tly  i t  would seem of H e p b u rn ’s possession, th e re  
had been litig a tio n  a t  th e  Roman c o u rt betw een P a trick  L id d e ll and
188 F a s ti. 49.
189 Reg. Supp. 2250, f . H 6 v -117v .
190 22 M arch (Reg. Supp. 2329, f.281 -282); 26 J u ly  1540 (Reg. Supp.
2384, f . l0 6 v -1 0 7 v ).
191 22 June 1541 (RMS, i i i ,  no.2380).
192 F a s ti. 285.
John B issett. L id d e ll sought and obtained provision  to the
193subdeanery on 20 December 1534. I t  was a t th is  po in t th a t
Thornton  appears  to have en te red  th e  fra y . On 12 March 1535, he
petitioned fo r  p ro v is io n  from  the  pope, claim ing th a t n e ith e r B issett
194nor L iddell had an y  r ig h t  in  the  benefice , and he followed th is
w ith  two more p e titio n s  in  1535 and 1536. In  the  f ir s t  of these he
named John H ep b u rn  as a lit ig a n t, the  f ir s t  ind ication  in  these
records th a t H ep b u rn  was a c tiv e ly  defend ing  his title ; in the  second,
he claimed th a t th e  d ig n ity  had become void by the  death of John 
195G rey in  F e b ru a ry . L id d e ll, how ever, promised to pay the annates
196of the su bdeanery  on 17 June 1536, and in  two fu r th e r  p etitions ,
both dated 21 O ctober b u t c le a rly  separate , asked fo r  prov is ion
again. John G rey  re -a p p e a re d  in  one of these petitions as having
died now in  the  p rev io u s  June, and a new claim ant, R obert H erio t,
was said to be ced ing  the d ig n ity  in  the  second; noth ing  more was
197heard of e ith e r  o f them. John T h o rn to n ’s persistence appears  to
have paid o ff in  th is  case, because he re ta in ed  possession of the
subdeanery. In  A p ril 1539, both John H epburn  and P a trick  L id d e ll
198resigned in  his fa v o u r, and he continued to hold i t  t i l l  1549, when  
he resigned th e  t it le  in  fa v o u r of his nephew, James, w h ils t re ta in in g  
the  fru its ."^99
■^98 Reg. Supp. 2156, f.2 12 -2 1 2 v ; P rovis ion , w here i t  is said he
a lread y  had p ro v is io n  from  Clem ent V I I  (Reg. Lat. 1482, f .9 8 -  
99v ). L id d e ll was a p ro c u ra to r  a t Rome in the  1540s, and was 
pro b ab ly  also th e re  a t th is  time.
194 Reg. Supp. 2165, f.223v -224 .
195 19 Nov. 1535 (Reg. Supp. 2193, f .5 9 -5 9 v ); 5 A p ril 1536 (Reg. Supp.
2207, f.252v ).
196 PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /4 2 .
197 Reg. Supp. 2226, f . l3 0 -1 3 0 v ; Reg. Supp. 2226, f,130v -131.
198 v
11,0 27 A p ril (Reg. Supp. 2336, f.252 -252  ; PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /6 2 ,7 7 -8 ).
199 F asti. 283.
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These la s t two cases a re  o f ad d itio n a l in te re s t in  th a t Clement
V I I  had v a r ie d  th e  norm al re se rv a tio n  of months a few  years  e a r lie r
in  resp ect o f the  diocese of Ross. In  M arch 1527, he had g ranted
James Hay, bishop o f Ross, an in d u lt  to p re se n t to benefices in  his
diocese in  a ll months of the  y e a r .2^® Despite th is  delegation  of papal
powers, both  these cases produced extensive  litig a tio n  a t Rome and,
in  the  case o f th e  sub d ean ery , re su lte d  in  a successfu l conclusion
fo r  th e  p ro c u ra to r  a t Rome.
T h o rn to n  was again  successfu l in  1540, w hen he obta ined the
p recen to rsh ip  of M oray. This had been held since 1527 b y  A lexander
201Lyon, son o f John Lyon, Lord Glamis. On 10 Novem ber 1539, Lyon
resigned  th e  benefice in  fa v o u r of John T h o rn to n , who a lre a d y  held a
prebend in  th e  ca th ed ra l, b u t re ta in e d  the  f ru its  and th e  r ig h t  of
regress  to th e  p recen to rsh ip  i f  T horn to n  died or ceded th e  d ig n ity ,
202and T horn to n  petitioned  fo r  prov is ion . He was o n ly  fre e d  from
these re s tric tio n s  on his t it le  by  A lexan d er’s death , w hich  took place
sometime befo re  1 December 1541, on w hich date T h o rn to n  sought a
203new provis ion  to th e  p recen to rsh ip . He th en  re ta in e d  th e  d ig n ity
u n til his death  in  1565.2^4
No less w e ll-kn o w n  as a t ra d e r  in  benefices was James Salmond, 
an other of th e  Scottish p ro c u ra to rs  a t Rome. U n like  Thornton ,
2®  ^ 8 M arch (Cowan ’P atronage, p ro v is io n  and re s e rv a tio n ’ , 83) .
201 Scots P eerage , v ii i ,  278. Lyon seems to have fe lt  uneasy about 
his possession, fo r  on severa l occasions he sought new  
prov is ions , e.g . 27 May 1536 (Reg. Supp. 2224, f .2 7 -2 8 ), 23 
March 1537 (Reg. Supp. 2240, f . 88- 88v ).
2^ 2 Reg. Supp. 2355, f.3 1 v -2 2 . L y o n ’s b u ll fo r  th e  pension and
reg ress  (Reg. Lat. 1704, f.2 9 -3 1 ). T h o rn to n  sought correction  
of th e  value  of the  fru its  on 23 Novem ber (Reg. Supp. 2359, 
f . l7 2 -1 7 2 v ).
203 Reg. Supp. 2461, f.218v -219 .
204 F asti. 225.
Salm ond’s th re e  a ttem pts  to secure c a th e d ra l d ig n ities  fo r h im self 
d u rin g  th is  perio d  w ere  a ll to  end in  fa ilu re . The f i r s t  of these  
concerned th e  p re ce n to rs h ip  of D unkeld , w h ich  had come in to  th e  
hands of the  Douglas fam ily  in  1536, a fte r  a long d ispute  w ith  R o b ert 
C rich to n  fo r  whom ro y a l, and presum ably  episcopal, support had
O A P
p ro ved  of no help. John Douglas res ig n ed  in  October of th a t y e a r
ju s t  before his death  in  France in  fa v o u r o f John Douglas ’ ju n io r ’ ,
206who was th en  g iven  papal p rovision . His death  in  a re s e rv e d
month, how ever, p re c ip ita te d  a series o f p e titio n s  by s ev e ra l
p ro c u ra to rs  a t Rome. David Bonar, on 13 O ctober, was the f ir s t ,  b u t
he was followed b y  James Salmond on 5 November and John
207Stevenson on 22 November. David B o n ar’s challenge was no t
sustained fo r  long, how ever, fo r  he res igned  his r ig h t  e a rly  in  1537,
208and Salmond sought p rov is ion . This d id  not go unchallenged,
how ever, because John Douglas ju n io r p u t fo rw a rd  his case again  in
J a n u a ry  and A p ril 1538, w hen he stated  th a t  he was invo lved  in
209litig a tio n  w ith  James Salmond, R obert C rich to n  and M ark Ker. By
Septem ber o f th a t y e a r, an o th er claim ant had em erged in  Scotland: 
Salmond was now lit ig a tin g  w ith  M ark Ker, son of S ir  Andrew K er o f 
Cessford. On 27 Septem ber, Salmond res ig n ed  in  fa v o u r of Ker in
2^ 3 2 Aug. 1536 (Reg. Supp. 2220, f . l5 2 v -1 5 3 v ); see above, p . 1 2 4 -6  .
2<^ 8 24 Oct. (Reg. Supp. 2228, f . l5 6 -1 5 6 v ); P ro v is io n  (Reg. Lat. 1681, 
f.321-322; Reg. Vat. 1527, f.301 -302v ).
2*^  Bonar (Reg. Supp. 2227, f . l4 4 -1 4 4 v ); Salmond (Reg. Supp. 2263, 
f . l0 2 v ); S tevenson (Reg. Supp. 2231, f .8 7 -8 7 v ).
208 8 Jan. (Reg. Supp. 2233, f.277v -278; PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /5 3 );  26 Jan. (PRO
3 1 /9 -3 3 /3 5 -6 ) .
209 17 Jan u ary , in  a p e titio n  g iv in g  the  cause o f voidance as
res ig n atio n , b u t proposing  the  death o f John Douglas ’sen io r’ 
as an a lte rn a tiv e  reason fo r the vacan cy  (Reg. Supp. 2234, 
f.241-241v ); 23 A p ril (Reg. Supp. 2306, f.9 3 -9 3 v ).
144.
2 1 0re tu rn  fo r  a pension of 80 raerks Scots. K er’s main o p p onent in
re a lity  was c le a r ly  Douglas, w ith  whom he was litig a tin g  on 6 O ctober,
211when he ag a in  sought prov is ion  to  the  precentorsh ip . The
dispute may have continued in  Scotland b u t lay dorm ant a t  Rome fo r
almost ten  years , d u rin g  w hich tim e Ker presum ably re ta in e d
possession u n t il ,  in  1547, the  d isp u te  w ith  Douglas s u d d e n ly  r e -
emerged a t th e  cu ria . On 25 Novem ber, John Douglas y ie ld e d  his
r ig h t  in  th e  benefice  in  fa v o u r o f Ker in  re tu rn  fo r  an  annual
212pension of 40 m erks Scots. M ark  K er in  fa c t only re ta in e d  the
p recen to rsh ip  u n til he rece ived  th e  commend of N ew battle  in  the
follow ing m onth, when he res ig n ed  in  fa v o u r of William Adamson,
213w hils t re ta in in g  th e  f ru its  of th e  d ig n ity . A lth o u g h  the
occurrence o f the  vacancy in  a re s e rv e d  month had p ro v id e d  an
opening fo r  lit ig a tio n  b y  both Salmond and other p ro c u ra to rs , the
real d ispute  had in vo lved  Ker and Douglas. N evertheless, Salm ond’s
in te rv e n tio n  had caused enough d is tu rb an ce  fo r M ark K er to  fin d  i t
usefu l to b u y  o ff his opposition w ith  a pension.
His second a ttem p t to  acq u ire  a cathedra l d ig n ity  o c c u rre d  in
Ju ly  1541 w hen he sought the  chancello rsh ip  of A berdeen  on the
214death of John Reid, the previous  h o ld er in  th a t month. James V
PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /9 0 -9 1 . A res ig n a tio n  on th a t date by  J.S. in  fa v o u r  
of *W.R. ’ has been noted, w ith  th e  appointm ent of p ro c u ra to rs  
fo r re s e rv a tio n  of a pension of 80 merks to Salmond ( S t. A. 
Form ., ii ,  56-57 ). A lthough William Robesoun appears f le e t in g ly  
in a 1538 p e titio n  (see note 213), i t  appears almost c e r ta in  th a t  
Salm ond’s re s ig n a tio n  was in  fa c t in  favo u r of Ker, g iv e n  the  
coincidence of both date and th e  size of the pension. F o r Ker, 
see Scots P eerage, v , 453.
211 Reg. Supp. 2308, f .8 7 -8 7 v .
2^2 25 Nov. (Reg. Supp. 2621, f . l3 0 v -1 3 1 ). Pension to Douglas (Reg. 
Lat. f .7 v - 9 v ).
2^2 5 Dec. (Reg. Supp. 2642, f.230v ); P rovision of Adamson (Reg. Lat. 
1794, f.2 5 9 v -2 6 1 ).
214 For th e  b a ck grou n d , se e  F a sti. 14; see  also  above, p . 1 2 4 .
in  fa c t claimed in  a le t te r  on 14 F e b ru a ry  1542 th a t men a t Rome had
ni r
been seeking i t  d u rin g  R eid ’s last illness. I t  is noticeable th a t
Jam es’s concern in  th is  le t te r  was not sim ply w ith  the  im p ro p rie ty  o f 
seekin g  benefices w hile  the  holder was s till a liv e , the  p o in t w ith
w h ich  the  le t te r  opens, b u t p ro b ab ly  more s ig n if ic a n tly  w ith  the
d e s ira b ility  of avo id ing  litig a tio n  a t Rome a g a in s t the  local cand idate , 
w h ich  could re s u lt in  a d ra in  of money from  the  c o u n try . T h ere  is, 
in  fa c t, no evidence th a t  James’s in itia l accusations against th e  Scots 
a t Rome were ju s tif ie d , fo r  the  f i r s t  p e titio n  a c tu a lly  p o s t-d a tes  
R eid ’s death and indeed describes the  death in  a re se rv ed  month as 
th e  reason fo r the  p e titio n . This was made b y  William M eldrum  who
p i  f?
so ught provision  to th e  chancellorsh ip  on 8 A u gust 1541; Salmond
follow ed ra p id ly  w ith  a p etitio n  on 16 A u g u st, and he rece ived  
217p ro v is io n . I t  was recogn ized , how ever, in  th e  p e titio n  and  the
b u ll of provision th a t George M arschell was in  possession of the
chancello rsh ip . I t  was th is  George M arschell who was g iven  ro ya l
nom ination in the  le t te r  o f 14 F e b ru a ry  w here  th e  k in g  also stated
th a t  M arschell had o rd in a ry  provision  and com plained th a t 'th e
218seekin g  of benefices would fa ta lly  in ju re  th e  c h u rc h .’ M arschell
was a T re as u ry  o ffic ia l in  the  1530s, and is reco rd ed  as an a u d ito r o f
219th e  T re a s u re r s accounts in Septem ber 1541. Two o th e r
ap p lican ts , how ever, also petitioned  fo r  p ro v is io n  to  th e  d ig n ity  on 
th e  same day as Salmond: H enry  B alfour who^ a lth o u g h  he was a
ro y a l chaplain , does no t ap p ear to have had a n y  v is ib le  s u p p o rt from
215 James V L e tte rs . 436.
216 Reg. Supp. 2434, f.218v .
217 Reg. Supp. 2429, f,132v -133; P rovision (Reg. Vat. 1590, f .4 5 -4 6 v ).
218 See n.217.
219 RMS, iii, no. 1629; T re a s u re r  A cts. V I I I ,  1, 162.
2 2 0the  k ing  fo r  his p e titio n , and George S tew art, a c le rk  of Glasgow  
221diocese. These two litig a n ts  did not, how ever, fig u re  again in  the
ensuing litig a tio n . M arschell him self sought a new provision  on 14
May 1542, to confirm  th e  possession w hich  he stated he had a lread y
222obtained by o rd in a ry  a u th o rity . M arschell seems to have been
fend ing  o ff challenges on two fro n ts , from  Meldrum  in  Scotland and
from  Salmond in  Rome. In  Ju ly , James V w rote  to the  C ard inal of
C arpi, ig n o rin g  Salmond com pletely, ask in g  th a t William M eldrum ’s
223r ig h t  be tra n s fe rre d  to M arschell. ' M eldrum  came of the  fam ily  of
Meldrum of F y v ie , and he may also have been a pensioner o f the  earl 
224of A rran . Salmond, was a p e rs is te n t lit ig a n t, how ever, and on 17
Ju ly , he obliged him self fo r  the  annates  of th e  chancellorsh ip , though
225adm itting  th a t M arschell was in  possession. Any rea l th re a t to
M arschell’s actual possession p ro b a b ly  came from  M eldrum  and the  
f ir s t  e ffo rts  to end litig a tio n  would be concentrated  th e re . On 30 
August, Meldrum  agreed  to y ie ld  in  fa v o u r o f M arschell in  re tu rn  fo r
O O C
a pension of 40 m erks Scots p er annum . A new com petitor, John
Elphinstone, canon of A berdeen , appeared  in Jan u ary  1544,
227recognizing M arschell, M eldrum  and Salmond as his opponents. I t
is not c lear how serious th is  claim was e v e r expected to be, fo r th re e  
days la te r he res ig n ed  in  fa v o u r o f Salmond and, accord ing  to the
220 Reg. Supp. 2435, f .8v .
221 Reg. Supp. 2433, f.242v .
222 Reg. Supp. 2455, f.2 56 -2 5 6 v .
223 8 Ju ly  (James V L e tte rs . 440 -1 ).
224 Temple, The Thanage o f F e rm a rtv n . 22-4; M arv  of L o rra in e  
C orrespondence. 77n.
225 PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 4 0 .
226 Reg. Supp. 2469, f . l9 4 v -1 9 5 v .
227 7 Jan. (Reg. Supp. 2503, f .4 0 -4 0 v ).
p e titio n , William Meldrum supported  the  re q u e s t fo r  Salmond’s
p ro v is io n . Salmond was w illing  to pay annual pensions to both of
228them  to b u y  o ff th is  opposition. He n e ve r a c tu a lly  had to pay,
since M arschell rem ained f irm ly  en tren ch ed  in  possession of the
ch an ce llo rsh ip . He c learly  fe lt  i t  w o rth w h ile , how ever, to establish
his  a u th o r ity  fo r  possession by re s ta tin g  the  deta ils  of his case once
229more a t th e  cu ria . Having sought a new p ro v is io n  in  A p ril, he
re ta in e d  possession u n til his death sometime in  1547, despite  several
230attem pts  b y  Salmond to oust him. As a re s u lt  o f th is  persistence,
th e  lit ig a tio n  was k ep t a live a t Rome and, a lth o u g h  th is  may not have
been an y  h indrance to M arschell, he took the  p recau tio n  sh o rtly
be fo re  he died of seeking prov is ion  again  on 6 J u ly  1547, a ris in g  out
231of M eldrum ’s cession of any r ig h t  to th e  d ig n ity  in  his favo u r.
U n d e te rre d  how ever, Salmond pe titio n ed  in  O ctober fo r  p rovision  by
232s u rro g a tio n  in  George’s r ig h t  a fte r  his death. This fin a l flo u rish
was unsuccessfu l since, a fte r  a sh o rt d ispute  betw een the  Gordon
fam ily  and A lexander Seton, A lexander b o u g h t o ff William Gordon w ith
an annual pension of 100 m erks Scots and sought p ro v is io n  in  early  
2331547. Salmond’s determ ination suggests he serio u s ly  hoped to
o bta in  th e  chancellorship  ra th e r  th an  sim ply to  gain  a pension on the  
f ru its . W hatever the motive, M arsche ll’s appo in tm ent by  the bishop  
despite  th e  date of his p red ecesso r’s death , and presum ably his
228 10 Jan. (Reg. Supp. 2503, f.4 0 ).
229 27 A p r il (Reg. Supp. 2511, f.8 3 v -8 4 ).
230 8 Sept. 1544 (Reg. Supp. 2525, f.281v ); 30 Dec. 1545 (Reg. Supp.
2588, f. 116—116v ); 23 May 1546 (Reg. Supp. 2587, f.167).
231 Reg. Supp. 2608, f.213v .
232 12 Oct. (Reg. Supp. 2618, f . l7 3 v ).
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5 Nov. 1547 (Reg. Supp. 2637, f.2 7 V ); 15 M arch (Reg. Supp. 2658, 
f.123 ).
possession of the  benefice  by v ir tu e  of his presence in Scotland
p roved  decisive, and a com pensatory pension was only re q u ire d  to
sa tis fy  an o th er local p e titio n e r.
The succentorsh ip  o f Glasgow was the th ird  d ig n ity  w hich
James Salmond tr ie d  to secure. I t  was held in  1539 by John Douglas
who had p etitio n ed  fo r  p rov is ion  as long before  as F e b ru a ry  1536,
234claim ing th a t R obert C le rk , the previous  incum bent, was now dead.
On 1 November 1539, how ever, Salmond sought p rov is ion , saying th a t
235C lerk  had died in  O ctober. In  the  lig h t of th is , and a s u p p o rtin g
o q c
e n try  in the Glasgow episcopal records , i t  seems lik e ly  th a t
Douglas’s claim th a t C le rk  had died in  1536 was prem ature. Salmond
asked fo r  a new p ro v is io n  on 14 Novem ber, claim ing an expecta tive
grace to the  benefice by apostolic a u th o r ity , and repeated  his
237petitio n  in December o f the  fo llow ing year. Douglas how ever
re ta in ed  the su ccentorsh ip  fo r  some time th e re a fte r . He is found , fo r
example, in vo lved  in  th e  cancella tion  of a pension to William S ilv e r  in  
238A p ril 1541, and p ro b a b ly  held i t  fo r  a sh o rt time th e re a fte r . I t
was however in  the  hands of A rch ibald  D unbar before the m iddle of 
1544.239
A nother p ro c u ra to r , who expended much e ffo r t  in  t ry in g  to  
acq u ire  the  p re c e n to rs h ip  o f Glasgow b u t w ith  no success, was John  
Duncanson. This benefice  had been acq u ired  in 1509 by John
Form an, who s till had an in te re s t in  the  benefice in  1543. Duncanson
234 4 Feb. 1536 (Reg. Supp. 2203, f .lO v ).
235 Reg. Supp. 2353, f.2 5 1 -2 5 1 v .
236 Glagt Reg,, I I ,  615.
23  ^ Reg. Supp. 2355, f .3 5 v -3 6 v ; 10 Dec. 1540 (Reg. Supp. 2394, f . l 9 v -  
20).
238 5 A p ril (Reg. Supp. 2417, f .H 9 -1 1 9 v ).
239 F a s ti. 169.
ap p ears  to  have begun lit ig a t in g  about the  benefice in  1521 and,
th re e  yea rs  la te r, th e re  was th e  f ir s t  sign of governm ent concern
ab o u t his a c t iv ity .24^ A lth o u g h  he ap p are n tly  res ig n ed  in  fa v o u r of
241A lexander H e rvy , an o th er l i t ig a n t  in  March of th a t yea r, th is  was
not e ffe c tiv e . The opposition  in  Scotland to Duncanson’s litig a tio n
did no t d isappear. On 9 J a n u a ry  1537, he was d ep rived  by  G avin
D u n b ar, archbishop of Glasgow, who adm itted A rch ib a ld  D unbar to  the
242d ig n ity , presum ably to advance  the  in te re s t o f his own fam ily .
W hether Duncanson e v e r o b ta ined  any fin an c ia l b e n e fit from  the
p re c e n to rs h ip  d u rin g  th is  p e rio d  is doubtfu l in  v iew  of th e  scale of
th is  opposition. On 9 S eptem ber, he was a c tu a lly  escheated because
he, along w ith  A lexander H e rv y , had sought to  purchase the
a rch d eaco n ry  of M oray a t  Rome, and crown p resen ta tio n  o f the
243p re ce n to rs h ip  was made to  John Bellenden. John Duncanson did
not re g a rd  th is  as being in  an y  way conclusive fo r  on 16 Novem ber
1537, a b u ll g ra n tin g  a pension  payable on the  f r u its  of the  benefice
by Duncanson to John Form an was issued244 and, in  Jan u ary  o f the
245fo llow ing  year, he claimed in  Rome th a t he was s till in  possession.
B ellenden a t th is  stage h o w ever seems to have been th e  e ffe c tiv e
h o lder of the  d ig n ity  in  succession to A rch ibald  D unbar, w ith  whom
he exchanged the a rc h d e a c o n ry  of Moray late  in  1538 or e a r ly  the  
246fo llow ing  year. John was c le a rly  determ ined to re ta in  the  benefice
240 31 Jan. 1524 (James V L e tte rs . 97-98); see F a s ti. 159 fo r  th e
background; see also B ellenden, C hronicles, ii, 429-435.
241 Fasti, 159.
242 Bellenden, C hronic les, ii ,  430.
243 R £ £ , ii, no.2368.
244 Reg. Lat. 1674, f.3 32 -3 3 3 .
245 12 Jan. (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /7 5 ) .
243 F a s ti. 159, 242; see also Reg. Supp. 2617, f.147.
in  the  fam ily , fo r  on 14 May 1542, he resigned in  fa v o u r of his
247e le v e n -y e a r  old nephew, P a tric k . E ight days la te r , how ever,
P a tric k  ceded the  p re ce n to rs h ip  back in his u n c le ’s fa v o u r, having
estab lished  th a t he would get reg ress  to the d ig n ity  in  th e  even t of
• • 248John d y in g  or ceding th e  benefice , and John was g iven  provision .
A fu r th e r  p e titio n  severa l months la te r, seeking p ro ro g atio n  of the
pro v is io n , h in ted  th a t John was having  some d iff ic u lty  in  persuad ing
his nephew  to re lin q u is h  the  d ig n ity  but, given P a tr ic k ’s age, th is
249seems u n lik e ly , and may conceal some o th er a rran g em en t. In
M arch 1543, John obliged him self fo r the annates  of the
p re ce n to rs h ip , and P a tric k  a t the  same time obliged h im self fo r  the
250annates o f reg ress . Th is  re trocession  is the exp lanation  fo r  the
a p p a re n t confusion o ver w hich of the  two Bellendens was in
251possession and re s ig n in g . They may have fe lt  th a t a double
res ig n a tio n  of th is  k in d  would g ive g re a te r s e c u rity  against the  
p e rs is te n t litig a tio n  of such as John Duncanson. I f  so th e y  w ere  
m istaken. Duncanson had s till not g iven  up hope of o b ta in ing  the  
d ig n ity . O nly on 3 Septem ber 1544, near the end of his life , did he
cede his r ig h t  in  the benefice, and then  i t  was in  fa v o u r of an o th er
252p ro c u ra to r , William Fogo. A lthough Duncanson died soon
a fte rw a rd s , the  d ispute  concern ing  the  p recen to rsh ip  continued a t  
Rome. On 4 Septem ber, Fogo in  tu rn  yie lded the  d ig n ity  in  fa v o u r of
247 Reg. Supp. 2454, f . l0 8 v .
249 22 May (Reg. Supp. 2455, f.207v -208); Provision (Reg. Lat. 1735,
f.5 5 v -5 7 ); Bull o f re g res s  to  P a trick  (Reg. Lat. 1735, f.5 7 v -5 9 v ).
249 27 Sept. 1542 (Reg. Supp. 2469, f.208v ).
2^9 1 M arch 1542 (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 4 4 ); P a tr ic k ’s ob ligatio n  fo r  annates  
of re g res s  (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 4 3 ).
251 E as iij 159-60; Bellenden, C hron ic les , ii, 433.
252 Reg. Supp. 2523, f.206v -207; PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 7 1 .
151.
y e t another of the Scots a t Rome, John S tevenson, while re ta in in g  the
nr q
r ig h t  of regress. In  O ctober, a n o th er com petitor, David M ethven,
appeared  b r ie fly , b u t he y ie lded  his r ig h t  in  the precen torsh ip  in  
254F e b ru a ry  1545. The main d ispu te  lay  between Stevenson and
B ellenden, who had now come ou t to  Rome to  defend his possession of 
255th e  d ig n ity . S tevenson tw ice p e titio n ed  fo r  possession in  e a rly
1545, claiming on 20 J an u a ry  th a t B ellenden had in tru d e d  in the  
256benefice. As a re s u lt of the  second p e titio n , which was associated
w ith  M ethven’s cession of his r ig h ts , Stevenson received papal
257p ro v is io n  and, on 3 M arch, prom ised th e  annates of provision .
A nother of the Scots a t Rome, David Bonar, took advantage of the
convoluted litig a tio n  to p u t fo rw a rd  a claim of his own in  A p ril,
p e titio n in g  fo r and o b ta in in g , p apal provision to the  
258precen torsh ip . On 30 M arch 1546, how ever, he ceded his r ig h t  to
259i t  in  favo u r of S tevenson. In d e p e n d e n tly  o f th is  in te rve n tio n , the
p rim ary  dispute betw een Bellenden and Stevenson continued, 
Stevenson seeking p ro ro g atio n  of his p ro v is io n  because of B ellenden’s 
in tru s io n  on 23 A p ril 1545, and Bellenden seeking  a new provis ion  fo r  
two years la ter. By Novem ber 1548, John Bellenden had died, fo r
299 Reg. Supp. 2523, f . l9 6 v ; re te n tio n  of r ig h t  o f regress , 17 Nov.
1544 (Reg. Supp. 2556, f.69; PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 7 6 ; PRO 3 1 /9 -6 6 /2 9 1 ).
254 14 Oct. (Reg. Supp. 2524, f . l8 4 -1 8 4 v ); 20 Feb. (Reg. Supp. 2533, 
f.67).
2^  Bellenden, C hron ic les , ii, 434-5.
256 19 Jan. 1545 (Reg. Supp. 2535, f.2 45 -2 4 5 v ); 20 Feb. 1545 (Reg.
Supp. 2533, f.4 6 v -4 7 ).
257 20 Feb. (Reg. Vat. 1613, f . l0 3 -1 0 5 v ); PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 6 6 -1 6 7 ).
2^^ 16 A p ril 1545 (Reg. Supp. 2553, f.250v ); Provis ion  (Reg. Vat. 1653, 
f .5 -5 v ).
259 Reg. Supp. 2569, f .7 4 -7 4 v .
260 Reg. Supp. 2537, f.218v ; 18 Oct. 1537 (Reg. Supp. 2617, f.147).
on the  7th  of th a t m onth, both S tevenson and David Bonar w ere  
seeking provision  to th e  d ig n ity  because o f h is death in  a rese rv ed
OC1
month. I t  is c le a r, how ever, th a t  i t  was Stevenson who re ta in ed
possession of th e  p recen to rsh ip , once Bellenden died, h av in g  taken  
o v er from Duncanson as the main lit ig a n t  amongst th e  Scottish
p ro cu rato rs  a t Rome. The d ispute  is p a r t ic u la r ly  in te re s tin g  as an
example of Duncanson’s persis tence in  seeking  benefices, as an  
illu s tra tio n  both of th e  litig a tio n  w hich  was in  p rogress  a t  Rome 
d u rin g  th is  period and the  le n g th y  perio d  o v er which i t  could be 
conducted, and because i t  in d ica tes  th a t, in  certa in  circum stances, 
th e  determ ination of th e  re s id e n t Scots a t  Rome could e v e n tu a lly  be 
rew arded  w ith  successfu l possession, as happened to Stevenson. Two 
fea tu res  of th is  a re  o f note. F irs t ly , S tevenson was able to  achieve  
possession despite th e  double res ig n a tio n s  of John and P a trick
Bellenden in  1543, w h ich  fa iled  to  g u aran tee  the  succession; and 
secondly, th a t he was on ly  able to  do so once Bellenden, who had  
w arded o ff th re a ts  to  his possession fo r  te n  years, died in  1547. 
The case is also in te re s tin g  as a p a r t ic u la r ly  detailed example of the  
w ay in which the  p ro c u ra to rs  w ere  able to use the  ru les  of 
rese rva tio n  to s u it th e ir  own purposes, th o u g h  not a lw ays w ith
success.
I t  has been suggested  th a t th e  In d u lt  o f 1487 may have m arked  
"a m ajor d ep artu re  from  p rev io u s  p rac tice  b y  sweeping aside the
0 f ? 0
litig an ts  whose causes had fin a n c ia lly  b en efited  the papacy." The  
In d u lt ,  how ever, covered  o n ly  a m in o rity  o f benefices. The evidence  
of the  petitions fo r  th e  tw e n ty  years  a fte r  1530, coupled w ith  th a t  of 
th e  records of th e  Rota w hich  have also been re cen tly  examined,
Stevenson’s p e titio n  (Reg. Supp. 2674, f.3 4 v -3 5 ); Bonar’s p e titio n
(Reg. Sup. 2674, f.7 7 ).
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to g e th er suggest th a t th e re  was in  fa c t a considerable amount of 
litig a tio n  a t Rome re g a rd in g  a t least the  cathedra l d ign ities  in  
Scotland d u rin g  th is  perio d . R egardless of w h eth er the volume of 
litig a tio n  was less th an  th a t before  1487, i t  was considerable enough  
to cause g reat concern both to James V and the  Scottish governm ent 
d u rin g  Queen M a ry ’s m in o rity , in  term s sim ply of the export of 
money, because of th e  exceed ing ly  weak fin an c ia l position of the
na q
Scottish crown a t th e  time. The scale o f the  litig atio n  is p a r t ly
explained by the  e ffo r ts  o f Scottish  p ro c u ra to rs  to obtain benefices  
in o rd e r to su p p o rt them selves fin a n c ia lly , b u t much of it  arose from  
disputes w ith in  Scotland w hich  w ere taken  to Rome by one or more of 
the litig an ts  them selves. The o p p o rtu n ity  fo r  th is  c learly  came from  
the ru les  of rese rv a tio n  and in  p a rtic u la r  those covering  the  date of 
death of the p rev ious  h o ld er. The m otivation fo r  tak in g  d isputes to  
Rome is less c lear, g iven  th e  costs of doing so. I t  may be th a t the  
desire to s tren g th en  th e  t it le  to a d ig n ity  in  any way was a m ajor 
fa c to r, and in some, b u t c e rta in ly  not a ll, cases it  achieved th is  
successfully; th e re  was p ro b a b ly  also an element of basic  
conservatism , a desire  to  conform  to practices  established by many 
years of usage. These a rgum ents  a re  supported  by the fa c t th a t  
members of noble and episcopal fam ilies w ere  c le a rly  w illing  a t leas t 
to seek papal confirm ation  o f th e ir  local p ro v is io n  to d ign ities , i f  not 
always, i t  would ap p ear, to  in c u r th e  cost o f p ro cu rin g  a bull.
Factors o th er th a n  th e  exercise o f vario u s  r ig h ts  of pa tronage, 
rese rva tio n  and p ro v is io n  w ere also a t w ork  in  determ in ing  
appointm ents to these d ig n ities . One fe a tu re  of appointm ents to  
Scottish benefices d u rin g  th is  period  w hich has a lread y  been  
W.S.Reid ’C lerica l ta x a tio n ’ , Cath. H ist. R ev ., xxxv (1948), 130-3.
i l lu s tra te d  w ith  re g a rd  to consistoria l benefices is the e x ten t to 
w hich p a rtic u la r  fam ilies gained co n tro l o f c e rta in  offices and w ere  
able to pass them from  one generation  to th e  next. I t  is c lear from  
exam ination of th e  Vatican records  th a t  th is  same practice  
ch arac te rised  some cath ed ra l d ign ities . Two examples of th is  have  
been noted e a rlie r. The deanery of M oray e v e n tu a lly  passed to  David  
D unbar a fte r  the  death  of his uncle, A lexander D unbar, in  1549, and
j
he re ta in ed  possession t i l l  the  late 1550s. The Beaton's* re ten tio n
n/»r
o f th e  archdeacon ry  of Lothian, has also a lre a d y  been discussed. 
W alter Beaton on th a t occasion passed on th e  d ig n ity  to his nephew, 
A lexander, the n a tu ra l son of C ard in a l Beaton, who re ta in ed  the  
archdeacon ry  u n til 1584.2^®
Among the p ro cu ra to rs  a t Rome, th e  T h o rn to n  fam ily  stand out 
in  th is  p a rtic u la r  respect. The su b d ean ery  of Ross, fo r example, was
ocn
acq u ired  by John Thornton  by 1536. He ensured th a t i t  would
rem ain in  his fa m ily ’s hands by re s ig n in g  in  fa v o u r of his nephew,
James, on 13 A ugust 1549, re ta in in g  h ow ever a ll the fru its  and the
r ig h ts  of reg ress  i f  James predeceased him or resigned  the  
268benefice. The o th e r example of th is  concerned the p recen to rsh ip
of Moray. This was held by John T h o rn to n  u n til his death  in  
2691565, by w hich time he had also secured  the  succession again  fo r
264 F a s ti. 221.
2^ 9 See above, ^28-9*
266 E asti, 314.
2^7 See above, 1^1.
2^9 Reg. Supp. 2672, f .75—75v ; co rrec tio n  of f ru its  (Reg. Supp. 2675,
f . l 21v - 122).
2 ^ 9  See above, 1^2.
his nephew , James. This d ig n ity  th u s  rem ained in  the Thorn to n
fam ily  u n til the  la te  1570s.27^
Three  fu r th e r  cases, undiscussed as y e t, il lu s tra te  the p ractice
again . The D unbars re ta ined  th e ir  hold on the  succentorship  of
271M o ray  from  1535 u n til 1589 in  th is  way. P a tr ic k  Dunbar res igned
th e  d ig n ity  in  fa v o u r o f David D unbar, w h ile  re ta in in g  a ll the f ru its
and th e  r ig h t  of re g res s , on 13 Ju ly  1535; David was g iven papal
p ro v is io n , and P a tr ic k  obtained a b u ll o f confirm ation of his 
272pension. David th en  sought a new p ro v is io n  in Septem ber, and
273ap p ears  to have held the  succentorship u n til  1543. In  Jan u ary  o f
th a t  yea r, he in  tu r n  resigned  in fa v o u r o f A lexander D unbar, son of
274th e  form er dean of M oray. Four yea rs  la te r , the process was
re v e rs e d , when A lexander y ie lded his r ig h t  in  th e  benefice in  fa v o u r
o f D avid  on 20 Septem ber 1547, while re ta in in g  fo r  him self the  r ig h t
275of reg ress  as David had form erly  done. David was g iven  papal
p ro v is io n  to the d ig n ity , and A lexander a t the  same time rece ived
0 VRconfirm ation  of th is  r ig h t  of regress. This long d ra w n -o u t
re trocess ion  enabled th e  Dunbars to re ta in  th e  d ig n ity  fo r  many 
years  a fte r  1547.
270 E as ti 225.
271 Fasti. 237.
272 Reg. Supp. 2180} f.94 -95 ; Provision (Reg. La t. 1632, f.206v -2 0 8 );
R eservation of f r u its  (Reg. Lat. 1631, f .8 3 -8 5 ). The D unbars  
promised th e  annates of p rovision  and re s e rv a tio n  of the  f r u its  
on 10 Septem ber (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 2 , PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 1 -1 2 ).
273 25 Sept. (Reg. Supp. 2189, f.219-219v ).
274 14 Jan. 1543 (Reg. Supp. 2478, f.2 1 -2 1 v ).
275 Reg. Supp. 2619, f.9 8 -9 8 v .
27  ^ Provis ion  (Reg. Lat. 1770, f.290-292); R ig h t o f reg ress  (Reg. Lat. 
1791, f.29v -3 1 v ). See F asti, 237, w h ere  th e  names are  
transposed.
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S im ilarly , the A rnots re ta in ed  possession of the archdeaconry
of Galloway from 1529 u n til 1575, by use of th e  device of res ig n atio  
277in  favorem , P a trick  A rn o t, who had held th e  d ig n ity  since 1529,
y ie ld e d  his r ig h t in  th e  benefice in  fa v o u r  o f Andrew A rnot, his
278nephew  b y  his n a tu ra l b ro th e r, in  J a n u a ry  1543. He was,
how ever, to  re ta in  a ll the  f ru its  and th e  r ig h t  of regress to the
a rch d eaco n ry  and, on those term s, A ndrew  was g iven  papal prov ision
279and P a tr ic k ’s pension and r ig h t  of re g re s s  w ere confirm ed.
P a tr ic k  appears to have re ta in e d  the benefice  u n til 1575 despite the
280a tte n tio n s  of a t least one com petitor, William B la ir , in 1543.
The th ird  case arose ou t of William G ordon’s promotion to the
b ish o p ric  o f Aberdeen in  1545. He was succeeded as chancellor of
M oray by  James Gordon, b ro th e r of George, e a rl of H u n tly  and
281th e re fo re  William’s nephew, who took his oath  to the bishop of
282M oray in  A p ril 1547. He continued to hold the d ig n ity  u n til
2831564, b u t does not ap p ear to have rece ived  papal confirm ation of 
his possession. The ho ld ing  of th e  ch an ce llo rsh ip  of Moray by fo u r  
Gordons in succession -  William and James, th en  R obert and A lexander 
-  is  s tr ik in g  evidence of th e  s tro n g  hold exercised on the ch u rch  in 
th is  area  by th a t fam ily.
277 Fasti. 138.
278 29 Jan. (Reg. Supp. 2487, f.224 -224v ).
27Q Provision (Reg. Vat. 1603, f .4 5 -4 6 ); Pension and r ig h t  of re g res s  
(Reg. Vat. 1603, f .4 6 -4 7 ). They  ob liged  them selves fo r the  
annates of p ro v is io n  and re s e rv a tio n  o f th e  f ru its  on 14 
October (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 4 6 ; PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 4 5 -6 .
280 24 Oct. 1544 (Reg. Supp. 2524, f . l8 9 -1 8 9 v ) .
281 Mary of Lorraine -Correspondence, 118, n.5.
282 M oray Reg.. 428, no.468.
283 F a s ti. 228.
In  tw o instances, how ever, a ttem pts  to ach ieve th is  o b jective  of
tra n s fe rr in g  a benefice w ith in  a fam ily  met w ith  less success. P rio r
to William G ordon’s appointm ent as chancello r o f M oray, th e  E rsk ine
fam ily tr ie d  to  re ta in  its  hold on th e  chancello rsh ip  a fte r  John
E rskine  obta ined  th e  d ig n ity  as a  re s u lt o f a resignation  in  his
284fa v o u r b y  W alter Maxwell on 30 May 1535. E rks in e  petitioned  fo r
285a new prov is ion  to  th e  benefice on 19 A ugust. Two years  la te r ,
286and w ith  th e  goodwill o f James V, he sought an exchange of
287benefices w ith  R obert E rsk in e , p r io r  o f Inchmahome. R obert was
288indeed g iven  papal p ro v is io n  to th e  chancello rsh ip  and, on 30
Septem ber, sought co rrec tio n  o f an e r ro r  in  the  amount o f the  
289fru its . How ever, in  his case, th e  benefice o n ly  rem ained in  the
fam ily ’s hands u n til 1540, when William Gordon obtained i t .299 There  
is no ind ica tion  in  th e  Vatican reco rd s  examined here, as to how the  
Erskines ’lo s t’ th e  d ig n ity .
An a ttem p t to tra n s fe r  possession o f th e  tre a s u re rs h ip  of 
Dunkeld betw een members of a b ran ch  o f the  Hamilton fam ily  also met 
w ith  on ly  s h o rt-liv e d  success. D avid Ham ilton, who had obtained the  
d ig n ity  in  1545, res igned  i t  in  fa v o u r o f John Hamilton, son of David  
Hamilton of B othw ellhaugh, on 25 June 1547.284 The follow ing day, 
however, John ceded his r ig h t  back in fa v o u r o f David, w hile
284 Reg. Supp. 2177, f .6 1 -6 1 v .
285 Reg. Supp. 2186, f . l3 -1 3 v .
286 13 Nov. 1537 (James V L e tte rs . 338).
287 28 M arch 1538 (Reg. Supp. 2285, f . l2 3 v -1 2 5 ) .
288 Reg. Lat. 1685, f.280v -282 .
289 Reg. Supp. 2304, f.213v -2 1 4 v .
299 Gordon had obta ined b y  22 J u ly  1540 (Reg. Supp. 2384, f .1 0 1 -  
101v ).
291 Reg. Supp. 2609, f.13 .
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re ta in in g  th e  r ig h t  o f regress, and both  these rece ived  papal 
292approva l. Th is  re trocession  was presum ab ly  in tended to  ensure  a
smooth succession betw een the  two Ham iltons b y  s tren g th en in g  th is
hold on the tre a s u re rs h ip . I f  so, th e y  w ere  soon to be d isappointed
because, late in  1549, John Hamilton re s ig n e d  and, the see being
reg ard ed  as vacan t, John M oncreif, son o f William M oncreif o f th a t
293I lk ,  was g iven  ro y a l p resen ta tio n  to  th e  d ig n ity . A ll Hamilton
in te re s t in  the  tre a s u re rs h ip  seems to  have disappeared th e re a fte r .
The p ic tu re  o f appointm ents to th e  c a th ed ra l d ign ities  pa in ted  
b y  th is  s u rv e y  is ra th e r  more com plicated th a n  th a t of appointm ents  
to the b ishoprics and monastic houses. W ith th e  deaneries, as m ight 
be expected from  th e ir  position as fa llin g  w ith in  the term s of the  
In d u lt ,  the  p a tte rn  is re la tiv e ly  s im ilar to  th a t  of the m ajor e lective  
benefices. Royal co n tro l was dom inant w hen the  crown chose to  
exercise it ,  i f  not w ho lly  unchaUenged. Both th e  royal fam ily  and the  
Hamiltons, and also ro y a l o ffic ia ls  and th e ir  fam ilies b en efited  from  
th is . U nder th e  e a r l o f A rra n , how ever, th e  governm ent did not 
always choose to  use its  pow er, and  some promotions w ere  made 
w ith o u t crown p resen ta tio n  or e xp lic it s u p p o rt, presum ably re fle c tin g  
more local in te res ts . In  contrast to  th e  consisto ria l benefices, A rra n  
faced less opposition to  his (ad m itted ly  fe w e r) nominations th an  did  
James V.
Reg. Supp. 2619, f . l5 -1 5 v ; P rovis ion  (Reg. Lat. 1789, f.347v -3 4 8 v ; 
Confirm ation of r ig h t  of re g res s  (Reg. Lat. 1789, f.348 -349v ).
The Hamiltons prom ised the  annates  o f p rov is ion  and o f reg ress  
resp ec tive ly  on 13 Ju ly  1548 (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /2 3 9 ; PRO 3 1 /9 -  
33/239 -40 ). See also F a s ti. 115, w h ere  th e  names a re  
tra n s fe rre d .
2 9 3  6  Oct. 1549 (RSS. iv , no.445).
Appointm ents to the o ther d ign ities , h o w ever, w ere made u n d e r  
d if fe re n t  conditions. The external p ressures  on such appointm ents  
came from  th re e  co n flic tin g  sources. In  th e  f i r s t  place, the crown  
had th e  r ig h t  to p re se n t to benefices in  ecclesiastical patronage  
d u rin g  a vacancy in  any see. On the o th e r hand , th e  papacy had a 
r ig h t  to p rov ide  to a d ig n ity  which became v a c a n t d u rin g  any of the  
re s e rv e d  months. The combination of- these gave considerable scope 
fo r  d isputes, especially  when seen against th e  th ird  elem ent, namely  
th a t  the  patronage of such benefices r ig h tfu l ly  la y  w ith  the bishop.
There  is considerable evidence of ro y a l in te re s t in these
d ig n ities  aris in g  in  some cases from these crow n r ig h ts , in some from  
personal in te re s t in  th e  nominees, and in o th e rs  from  a desire to  
red u ce  the d ra in  o f revenue to the  papal c u r ia  re su ltin g  from  
lit ig a tio n . These personal and financ ia l fa c to rs  may go some way  
tow ards  explain ing w hy the crown sometimes in te rv e n e d  when i t  had 
no r ig h t  to do so.
At the  same tim e, th e  p ro p er claims of th e  episcopate and the  
in flu en ce  of certa in  noble families could not o n ly  be po ten t th re a ts  to  
ro y a l a u th o rity , b u t also, in the case of th e  episcopate, a m ajor
in flu en ce  on appointm ents to the  lesser d ig n ities  in  its  own r ig h t.
N evertheless, the  evidence of these re co rd s  is c le a rly  th a t on ly  
on a v e ry  few occasions was a bishop able to ap p o in t to  a lesser  
d ig n ity  w ithout h indrance. More commonly, th e  clash between th e
th re e  p o ten tia lly  co n flic tin g  r ig h ts  led to d isp u tes  between the  crow n
and bishops, the crow n and n o b ility , and betw een claim ants who  
canno t be d e fin ite ly  associated w ith  an y  o f these  p o ten tia l p a tro n s , 
and a ll th is  was re flec te d  in  considerable lit ig a tio n  a t Rome. Much of 
th is  was c lea rly  in s tig a ted  by the Scottish p ro c u ra to rs  a t the  c u ria , 
seekin g  e ith e r the  benefices them selves o r pensions as the  p rice  of 
d ro p p in g  th e ir  claims; o th e r d isputes, how ever, came to Rome sim ply
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because of th e  ch an cery  ru les  re g a rd in g  the  date of voidance. The  
th re a t from Rome th e re fo re  lay  p r im a r ily  in  the scale of the financ ia l 
d ra in  on money from  Scotland to  th e  c u r ia  in  p u rs u it of these claims. 
N otw ithstanding th e  considerab le  scale o f litig atio n , i t  was only  
re la tiv e ly  ra re ly  th a t  a claim ant who was not res id en t in  Scotland  
successfully obta ined one of these d ig n ities . A fu r th e r  stage along 
th is  road of local con tro l is re p re s e n te d  by the exten t to  which  
certa in  fam ilies w ere  able to secure th e  succession to p a rtic u la r  
benefices w ith in  th e  fam ily .
The d ig n ities  w ere , in essence, sim ply the p rin c ip a l prebends  
w ith in  the secular cathedra ls . I t  w ould th e re fo re  be reasonable to 
expect appointm ents to these lesser canonries to exh ib it sim ilar 
ch arac te ris tics  and i t  is to these th a t  we now tu rn  to see w h eth er  
th is  is indeed the  case.
161.
CHAPTER 5 
THE CATHEDRAL PREBENDS
The conclusion w hich  c lea rly  em erges from  the  fo reg o in g  
exam ination of appointm ents to  benefices in  th e  u p p er reaches of th e  
c le rica l h ie ra rc h y  is th a t , amid the  c o n flic tin g  claims of p a tronage, 
provis ion  and re se rv a tio n , th e  crowri was u su a lly  able to exercise  
firm  o vers ig h t over such appointm ents when i t  was determ ined to do 
so. Indeed , when crow n r ig h ts  w ere c le a r ly  applicable in  a n y  
vacancy and were not d isp u ted , appointm ents w ere made by th e  
crow n or w ith  royal s u p p o rt w ith o u t an y  re fe re n c e  to Rome a t a ll. 
N otw ithstanding th is  c o n tro l, litig a tio n  a t Rome continued unabated  
and on occasions even in vo lved  the  crow n, w hich was anxious no t 
only  to oversee these appointm ents b u t also to curb  the flow o f 
money which the legal processes in the Rota and other apostolic  
courts  involved. When re q u ire d , the  crow n was able to ju s t ify  
in te rv e n tio n  in b ishoprics , monastic houses and  deaneries by c itin g  
the  In d u lt. With lesser d ig n ities , covered  by the ru les  o f 
reserva tio n , i t  had to re ly  p rim a rily  on p e r ip h e ra l r ig h ts  w hich w ere  
dependent on episcopal vacancies, b u t w h ich  appear to  have been  
extended by the  crown accord ing  to circum stances. These same 
r ig h ts  applied to c a th e d ra l p rebend s, o ffe r in g  scope fo r  crow n  
in te rv e n tio n  in  sim ilar s ty le ; eq u a lly , th e  ru le s  o f reservatio n  o ffe re d  
considerable scope fo r  p e titio n s  to be made, and disputes c a rr ie d , to  
Rome.
In  the period u n d e r consideration , th e re  is only one case o f a  
dispute  invo lv ing  a c a th e d ra l p rebend  in  w hich  the papacy may 
conceivably have been in v o lv e d  d ire c tly , and even  th is  is not c e rta in . 
The papacy’s support fo r  R o b ert Wauchope has a lready  been n o t e d /  
 ^ See above, p .57-60.
and an o p p o rtu n ity  to m ain ta in  th is  su p p o rt arose over the  p reb en d  
of R u ffil in  the c a th ed ra l o f D u n k e ld , a benefice m aintained from  
tem poralities , which had been held by ano ther member of the  fam ily , 
David Wauchope, in  the e a r ly  years  of the  c e n tu ry . In  1542, R obert, 
by th en  holder of the  p re b e n d , attem pted to re s ig n  it  in  o rd e r to  
enable his nephew, H e n ry  Hay, to succeed and the la t te r  in  
consequence obtained papal p rov is ion . Two years  la te r, H en ry  was 
said to have died a t th e  c u ria , and Wauchope again successfu lly
4
sought provision. W hether in  fa c t he was rece iv in g  any fru its  from
the  - benefice is unclear because, when James Shaw was g iven  ro ya l
p resen ta tio n  to the p reb en d  in  1546, i t  was said to  be vacant by  th e
5
res ignation  of Gavin Ham ilton. Wauchope responded to th is  challenge
in  Septem ber of the fo llo w in g  y ea r by seeking papal p rorogation  of
his provision  fo r a fu r th e r  y e a r  in  o rd e r to oust an in tru d e r , who
was presum ably Shaw. The s ituation  in  th e  next fo u r years seems
to have been confused, fo r  tw o ro y a l p resenta tions  w ere made. The
f ir s t  was to R obert Auchm ow ty on 19 December 1549, when P atrick
7
Knox was named as the p re v io u s  holder; the second was in June  
1553 to George F u lla rto n , w hen  Auchmowty was said to be res ig n in g  
or exchanging the p reb en d  w ith  the  v icarage of Dun, which F u lla rto n
g
held. Whoever held i t  d u r in g  th a t period , Auchmowty appears to
2 Dunkf Rent , , 325.
3 3 Nov. (Reg. Lat. 1745, f . l6 9 v -1 7 1 v ).
^ 2 Aug. 1544 (Reg. Supp. 2517, f .5 4 -5 4 v ); Provis ion  (Reg. Lat. 1748,
f.337-338v ).
14 June 1546 (RSS. ii i,  no. 1718). This may have been an exchange  
w ith  Shaw fo r a p re b e n d  in  St. S a lv a to r’s College (RSS. iii,  
no. 1716,1717). The see was tech n ica lly  vacan t a t th is  time.
6 24 Sept. 1547 (Reg. Supp. 2618, f.288v ).
 ^ RSS. iv , no.517.
8  28 June 1553 (RSS. iv , no.2041).
have emerged as th e  u ltim ate v ic to r , fo r  he is recorded as canon of
q
R u ffil in Novem ber 1553. The im p o rta n t po in t is th a t Wauchope was 
clearly  unable to susta in  his claim to the  prebend despite  his 
provision a t the  c u ria , and an y  papal su p p o rt which he may have  
had in th is  p a r tic u la r  case
We should now tu rn  to look a t sources of patronage in  
Scotland. A lthoug h  the  cro w n ’s p riv ile g es  did not extend to 
cathedral prebends in  the normal course ^f events, a few such  
benefices were in ro y a l patronage and , not in fre q u e n tly , th e y  could  
also fa ll into crow n patronage when the  see was vacant; th e re  are  
several cases of ro ya l nom ination, many of w hich took place w ith o u t 
any re ference to Rome being made a t a ll. Some of these w ere  
prebends remote from  th e  cen tre  o f Scotland and royal p resen ta tio n  
may have rep resen ted  confirm ation  of a local choice ra th e r  than  any  
conscious choice by th e  crown its e lf. The prebend of San day in the  
diocese of O rkney was p robab ly  one such. I t  was held p r io r  to 1541 
by Andrew Hall and , a fte r  his death , ro ya l p resenta tion , the see 
being vacant, was g iven  to Thomas R ichardson on 9 Jan u ary . He 
was s till in possession when Bishop Reid erected  the  new c h ap te r in  
1544, and p ro b ab ly  held i t  much lo n g e r .^
In  the n e ig h b o u rin g  diocese o f Caithness, the p rebend  of 
Cannisbay p ro b ab ly  fa lls  in to  the  same category . The B arclay fam ily  
had held the parsonage since a t least 1536 when William B arclay , who
9 4 Nov. £ £ £ , iv , no.2196.
10 RSS. ii, no.3791.
^  J.S.Clouston, Records o f the  Earldom  of O rkney , (E d in b u rg h ), 364- 
71.
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had a lread y  obtained possession of the  prebend  by o rd in a ry
12a u th o rity , sought a new p ro v is io n  from the pope. A fte r his death
in 1547, how ever, the crow n presen ted  Hercules B arclay, his b ro th e r, 
13to the  prebend . The p re se n ta tio n  did not state  th a t the bishopric
was vacant, a lthough i t  was a t th is  time in  d ispute  between R obert
S tew art and A lexander Gordon, a s ituation  usually  regarded  as sede
vacante  by the crown. T h ere  is no o th e r evidence th a t it  was in
ro y a l patronage. B arclay is said to have re ta in ed  the  prebend u n til
some time before 1572,^4 th o u g h  a H enry  B arclay who witnessed an
in s tru m en t a t Holyrood in  1559, was described th e re  as ‘rec to r of
C annisbay1. ^  H enry and Hercules may in fac t be one and the same.
In  any case the fam ily  d id  re ta in  the prebend from  1536 to 1572.
On two occasions d u rin g  th is  period  the  p rebend  of D uth il in
the  diocese of M oray rece ived  a  new holder by ro ya l p resenta tion ,
1 fithe  canonry  by th is  time being  in  royal patronage. On 8 A ugust 
1540, William E rskine was p resen ted  to the p rebend , said to be void
1 n
by the  resignation  of George C lapperton . E rsk in e  may have been a
member of the fam ily of th e  c h ie f sec re ta ry , Thomas E rsk ine , b u t th is
can be only a m atter of c o n jec tu re . F ive years la te r , a fte r  E rsk in e
was said to have y ie ld ed  his r ig h t  in  the  benefice o r exchanged it,
William Gordon was p resen ted  to the  vacan t p rebend  by the crown in  
18A p ril 1545. A lthough A rra n  on severa l occasions found i t  p ru d e n t
12 31 Jan. 1536 (Reg. Supp. 2201), f.131.
13 8 Oct. (R ££, iii, no.2485).
14 Haws, Scottish  P arish  C le rg y . 35.
15 Prot. Bk G ilb ert G ro te , no.177.
1 fi Cowan, Parishes. 56.
17 RSS. ii, no.3608.
18 20 A p ril 1545 (RSS. iii,  no.1126).
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to p re s e n t members of the Gordon fam ily  to benefices in th is  area  to
m ollify th is  im p o rtan t r iv a l fam ily , i t  may be eq u ally  accurate  to see
this p re se n ta tio n  as a ris in g  from  the fac t th a t the  Gordons held the
chancello rsh ip  o f M oray, and w ere thus in  a good position to acquire
fu r th e r  benefices w ith in  the ch ap ter. Gordon held th e  p rebend  u n til
19he became chancello r of D unkeld in  1553.
The parsonage of Crim ond, a prebend of A berdeen, was
tra n s fe rre d  from  one member of the T a illif ie r  fam ily  to another in
1538 by  ro y a l p resenta tion . The prebend had been held by Laurence
T a illif ie r  who was a royal s ec re ta ry . On 4 O ctober in  th a t year,
A r th u r  T a ill if ie r  was g iven p resen ta tio n  by the  crow n on the  vacancy
20of th e  p reb en d  by  death or resignation  of Laurence. I t  is not
c lear w hy crow n p resen ta tio n  was made, since William S tew art, the
ro yal tre a s u re r , was bishop a t the  time, and no reason was g iven
why p re se n ta tio n  should have fa llen  to the crown; th e re  is c e rta in ly
no in d ica tio n  th a t i t  was in  crown patronage. T a ill if ie r  in fac t
re ta in ed  the  p reb en d  u n til a t least 1571, so the  fam ily  held the
21benefice fo r  a considerable time.
The p reb en d  of B a lqu idder in  the diocese of Dunblane was
g iven  by ro y a l p resenta tion  to James Rolland on 8 Septem ber 1545,
the benefice having  become vacan t by the res ig n a tio n  of Robert 
22Mason. As w ith  Crimond, the  b ishopric  was not v ac a n t a t the time, 
nor was the  p reb en d  in ro y a l patronage, so th e re  is no obvious  
reason w hy the  crown should have become in vo lved . Rolland was a 
p lu ra lis t on some scale: he was com m issary-general of St. Andrews a t
19 18 June 1553 (RSS, iv , no.1997); 20 June (RSS. iv , 2007).
20 RSS, ii, no.2737.
21 Haws, S cottish  P arish  C le rg y . 52.
22 RSS, ii i,  no.1316.
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th is  time, as w ell as holding o th e r p re b en d a l and p arish  churches.
He appeared again  as canon of B a lq u id d er in  1546, and d ied in
possession b e fo re  1570, so th is  appo in tm ent was c lea rly  successfu l.24
In  the  ne ig h b o u rin g  diocese o f D unkeld , the  p reb en d  of
C raig ie , one o f s evera l m aintained from  tem pora lities , was held  by
James Cottis who resigned  the p reb en d  in  May 1544. William Chisholm
was th en  g iven  ro y a l presentation  to  th e  benefice on 2 M ay, th e  see
25then  being v ac a n t and patronage th u s  ly in g  w ith  the  crown. The
dispute o ver th e  b ishopric  of D unkeld  had begun s h o rtly  before.
Chisholm was also parson a t G lendevon in  Dunblane diocese and was
possibly th e  nephew  o f bishop William Chisholm and la te r  succeeded
him in  th a t see, h av in g  re ta in ed  C ra ig ie  up  to the  Reform ation.
There  a re  o th e r cases w here , w h ile  ro ya l s u p p o rt is not
e xp lic itly  s ta ted , i t  may perhaps be reasonab ly  assumed. An example
of th is  is th e  v ic a rag e  of A berlady  in  th e  diocese of D unkeld . James
Lyn  resigned th is  p rebend  in  Septem ber 1541, a t which p o in t David
27P an iter, a ro y a l o ffic ia l, sought papal p ro v is io n  to it . Th is  was in
fa c t p a rt of a more complicated tra n s ac tio n  b y  which, on 30 A ugust
1542, David y ie ld ed  his r ig h t  in  th e  p reb en d  in  fa v o u r of L y n , w h ils t
re ta in in g  th e  r ig h t  o f access to th e  p reb en d  should i t  become vacan t,
28and to g e th er th e y  sought prov ision  fo r  L y n . I t  would ap p ear th a t
n o
F asti. 329,330; J,R .Todd ‘P re -re fo rm a tio n  cu re  of souls in  D unblane  
diocese’, IR , xxv i (1975), 29.
24 RMSi v , 1274; Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 20.
25 RSS, iii,  no. 739.
Of?
M.J.Yellowlees ‘The ecclesiastical estab lishm ent o f the  diocese o f 
D unkeld a t  th e  Reform ation’, IR , xxxv i (1985), 79.
27 25 Sept. (Reg. Supp. 2655, f.4 5 ).
28 Reg. Supp. 2467, f.3 2 -3 2 v ; P rovis ion  fo r  L y n , 18 J an u ary  1543
(Reg. Lat. 1741, f.1 78 -9 ); R eservation  o f access fo r  P a n ite r  (Reg. 
Lat. 1737, f37v -3 8 v ).
Paniter did eve n tu a lly  obta in  th e  benefice again, since in  1549 he
resigned the v ica rag e  and William Cranston asked fo r  papal 
29provision. P an iter obta ined the  b ishopric  of Ross in 1545 and was
a royal sec re ta ry  d u rin g  A rra n ’s g overno rsh ip , so i t  would seem
reasonable to suppose th a t the  crow n may have supported  his
successful provision  to  th is  prebend .
In  one case d a tin g  from  A rra n ’s time as governo r, a lth o u g h
th ere  was c learly  an in ten tio n  to use ro ya l power to b rin g  an o th er
prebend into  the o rb it  of the Hamilton fam ily , events did not qu ite
w ork out in th is  way. In  F e b ru a ry  1546, William Crichton was stated
to have resigned the  prebend of Colstone in A berdeen, and ro ya l
presentation , w ith  th e  assent o f the e a rl of A rran , was g iven  in  a
le tte r  to the pope to R obert Hamilton, parson of Polw arth , w hile  the
fru its  and the r ig h t  o f reg ress  w ere rese rved  to William C rich ton ,
w ith an annua] pension of £20 Scots fo r  H enry  C richton, a kinsm an of 
30William. The p re se n ta tio n  sta ted  th a t the  prebend was in  ro ya l
patronage, a lthough no o th e r evidence of th is has been traced .
William Gordon was not y e t consecrated a t th is  time, so crown r ig h ts
sede vacante  would ap p ly . This p resen ta tio n  and the associated
reservations w ere su p p o rted  by a p e titio n  to Paul I I I  on 26 A p ril,
when Robert was described  as th e  son of a p ries t, and th is  was 
31successful. In  fa c t, a lthough  R obert Hamilton was described  as
32parson of Colstone in  1547, C rich ton  appears to have liv e d  lo n g er  
than  the Hamiltons expected , and p ro b a b ly  re ta ined  the fru its  u n til
29 14 Feb. 1549 (Reg. Supp. 2655, f.45 ).
30 8 Feb. 1546 (RSS, ii i,  no.1538).
31 Reg. Supp. 2571, f.2 79 -2 7 9v ; P rovis ion  (Reg. Vat. 1643, f.1 3 -1 6 );
Reservation of f r u its  and re g res s  fo r  Crichton (Reg. Lat. 1775, 
f.187-189).
32 Aberd. Reg., i i ,  319.
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a fte r  th e  Reform ation. I t  was th is  ra th e r  than  any positive
in te n tio n  w hich p re v e n te d  the  prebend coming fu lly  in to  the  hands of
the Hamilton fam ily .
In  two cases of ro ya l p resentations, th e re  is some evidence of
confusion or d isputes  w ith in  the governm ent w hich com plicate the
p ic tu re  to a degree . The f ir s t  of these concerns the  appo in tm ent of
a member of the  Hamilton fam ily d u rin g  A r ra n ’s g o vern o rsh ip  to a
p reb en d  in  the  diocese of Aberdeen, the parsonage of A b erd o u r. The
benefice had p re v io u s ly  been held by James Leslie, n a tu ra l b ro th e r
of George, e a rl of Rothes. This fam ily had been in vo lved  in  the
successful p lo t to m urder C ard inal Beaton and, as p a r t  o f the
g o vernm ent’s subsequent rep risa ls , Leslie was d ep rived  of the
p rebend . On 20 A ugust 1546, James Ham ilton, son of S ir  James
Hamilton of F in n a rt, was g iven  royal p resen ta tio n  as a re s u lt  o f the
d e p riva tio n , and a fu r th e r  presentation  was made on 21 Septem ber,
34when i t  was also s ta ted  th a t the see was vacant. The fam ily  had
somewhat mixed fo rtu n e s  a t th is  time. S ir  James Hamilton, James V ’s
M aster of W orks> was executed by the k in g  on a charge of hav ing
p lo tted  to k ill him, a lthough the action was p ro b ab ly  ta k en  more
35because of his w ealth . U nder A rran , how ever, the fam ily  p ro sp ered
and th is  p resen ta tio n , to g e th er w ith  th e  escheat of L es lie ’s goods
36which was g ran ted  to James Hamilton in  Novem ber 1546, was one
re s u lt  of th is . E a r ly  in  1547, how ever, A ndrew  Whitelaw was g iven
37ro y a l p resen ta tio n , supposedly on Ham ilton’s res ignation . By th is
33 Haws, Scottish  P arish  C le rg y . 45.
34 RSS, iii,  no. 1850; RSS, iii,  no. 1900.
35 Donaldson, Scotland. James V -  James V I I . 58-59.
36 29 Nov. 1546 (RSS, iii,  no.2032).
37 26 Jan. 1547 (RSS. iii,  no.2124).
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tim e, i t  may be noted, William Gordon had a p p aren tly  been  
consecrated as bishop and would p ro p e rly  hold the  patronage. What 
th is  'co u n ter p re se n ta tio n ’ rep resen ts  is not clear. A lexander 
W hitelaw of Newgrange was one of the  g ro u p  w ith  the earl o f Rothes 
su p p o rtin g  the English cause, and A ndrew  may have belonged to th is
< 3 0
fam ily . This is g iven  added credence b y  the  fac t th a t A ndrew
W hitelaw was soon a t th e  horn fo r  his p a r t  in  supp ly ing  Norman
Leslie  a t St. Andrews and in the  b u rn in g  of St. S a lva to r’s. James
Hamilton was g iven escheat of a ll W hitelaw ’s goods and a fu r th e r
39p resen ta tio n  to the p rebend  in Ju ly  o f th a t  yea r. He re ta in ed  the  
parsonage u n til some time before 1 F e b ru a ry  1549 by which time he 
was dead.4^ I t  is noticeable th a t w h a tev e r d ispute  is re flec ted  in  
th is  series of p resentations, th e re  was a p p a re n tly  no attem pt to  
c a r ry  i t  to the curia .
The o ther case of th is  k ind  was p erh ap s  less s ig n ifican t, i f  
o n ly  because it  does not appear to have re la te d  to m ajor po litica l
fam ilies as was the case w ith  A b erd o u r. On 23 October 1542, the
p reb en d  of Dunnet in the diocese of C aithness, which was vacan t by  
th e  death of James Menzies, was g iven  by  ro y a l p resenta tion , the see 
being vacant, to Robert K e ith .4  ^ Two w eeks la te r , how ever, a second 
ro y a l p resentation  was made to Thomas M enzies, son of Thomas 
M enzies o f P itfoddels, the  same reason fo r  th e  vacancy being g iven. 
Both of these were made ju s t before th e  death  of James V, and may 
re f le c t some confusion d u rin g  th is  perio d . The fin a l outcome is not 
c e rta in , since no fu r th e r  re fe ren ce  to th e  p re b en d  has been found .
38 M ary  o f Lorra ine C o rreso .. 184n, 277.
38 24 Ju ly  (RSS. iii, no.2345); P resenta tion  o f Hamilton (RSS. no.2354).
4^ P resentation  of David C arnegie, fo llow ing  Ham ilton’s death (RSS. iv , 
no.79).
4 1  RSS. ii, no.4946.
Since the  presentation  of Menzies was the second of the two and the
prebend had p rev io u s ly  been held by someone of th a t name, it  may
42well be th a t Thomas Menzies was the  successful candidate. I f  the  
two presentations a c tu a lly  re f le c t some d ispute , th e re  is no evidence  
th a t an y  attem pt was made to  solve i t  by appeal to the curia .
There  were c le a r ly  severa l o p p o rtu n ities  fo r the crown to
exercise patronage in c a th ed ra l prebends, notab ly  d u rin g  episcopal 
vacancies. On a t leas t th re e  occasions, how ever, the crown
in te rve n e d  to make appointm ents when bishops were in fu ll 
possession of the sees concerned and the crown did not a p p a re n tly  
have an y  legal r ig h t  to a c t in  th is  way. In  both circum stances, few  
of these appointm ents w ere  ta k en  to Rome fo r confirm ation.
Just as p ro cu ra to rs  a t Rome challenged c erta in  crown nominees 
from o utw ith  Scotland, so the  crow n also faced opposition on occasion 
from  w ith in  the c o u n try . T h ere  is no coheren t p a tte rn  to these
challenges and they  met w ith  v a ria b le  success.
The most obvious source of possible opposition was c learly  the  
p atro n  of the prebend. Such a case is illu s tra te d  by the d ispute  
o ver the  prebend of L e th n o t in  the diocese of Brechin. T h ree
claim ants fo r the benefice appeared  d u rin g  1535 and 1536. David  
C ris tison  was the e a r lie s t o f these in  Novem ber 1535, when he claimed  
th a t collation had lapsed to  the  apostolic see.43 A year la te r ,  
how ever, Cristison d escrib ed  D avid L indsay and A lexander Wood as 
his two adversaries  in  a d isp u te  o ver the  benefice , when he again
4  ^ 7 Nov. (RSS. ii, no.4972). Thomas Menzies o f P itfodels was the  
com ptroller fo r  much of 1543, and the  p resen ta tio n  may have  
represented  a re w a rd  to  the  fam ily  fo r  e a r lie r  service  
(Handbook of B ritis h  C hrono logy , 3 rd  ed. 198 ).
43 28 Nov. 1535 (Reg. Supp. 2197, f.3 7 v -3 8 ).
asked fo r  p ro v is io n .44 Since th e  patron  was David L indsay, lo rd  of
Glenesk and e a rl of C raw ford , i t  is hard to believe th a t L indsay was
not his nominee. Wood, however, was the b ro th e r of David Wood, the
com ptro ller, and he a t least subsequently  had ro y a l support. Late in
1540, James V w ro te  to  C ard inal Ghinucci, saying th a t A lexander was
res ig n in g  in  fa v o u r o f David's son, his nephew A ndrew . He implied
in th is  le t te r  th a t th e  patron  was in  fa v o u r o f the  appointm ent, and
45asked fo r  papal approva l. I t  may be th a t James had persuaded the  
earl o f C raw fo rd  to w ithdraw  his nominee in fa v o u r o f the  k in g ’s 
candidate b u t, i f  so, i t  appears to have taken  fo u r years  to achieve  
th is  end. Wood successfu lly  re ta in ed  the  p rebend  u n til a t least 1557, 
and was followed subsequently  by John L indsay, son of the  earl of 
C raw fo rd .4®
A lthough the crown was successful in th is  case, such an
outcome was in no w ay certa in . The San delands fam ily  had held the
parsonage of K ilte a rn , a p rebend of Ross, fo r  some time and,
presum ably in o rd e r to secure its  hold on th e  benefice, P eter
Sandelands res ig n ed  the  benefice in  November 1548 in  fa v o u r of John
Sandelands, who petitioned  fo r papal p rov is ion , w ith  rese rva tio n  of
the f ru its  fo r  P eter and the r ig h t  of reg ress  fo r  P eter on its
47voidance by w h a tev e r means. The crow n how ever made two
attem pts to b reak  the  fam ily ’s possession: once in  M arch 1549 before  
David P an ite r was consecrated as bishop, when A r th u r  Hamilton was
44 1 Dec. 1536 (Reg. Supp. 2235, f.294v -295 ).
45 15 Sept.1539 (James V L e tte rs . 378).
46 Haws, Scottish  P arish  C le rg y . 160; Scots Peerage, i i i ,  29.
4  ^ 15 Nov. (Reg. Supp. 2661, f,1 0 -1 0 v ); P rovis ion  fo r  John (Reg. Lat. 
1798, f .4 3 -4 4 ). John sought p ro ro g atio n  to co ver him self fo r  a 
change in  circum stances on 3 F e b ru a ry  1540 (Reg. Supp. 2661, 
f . l l v ).
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48p resen ted  to the  parsonage on the death  of P e te r Sandelands, and
again  in  May 1552, when the crow n g ifted  the  escheat of John
S andelands’ goods to Hamilton, because John had been denounced as
a re b e l and p u t to the horn fo r  n o n -p ro d u c tio n  of his bulls fo r  the
49p reb en d  before  the  lords of Council. These moves w ere not
successful fo r  John Sandelands continued  to hold the  p rebend  a t the
50Reform ation and indeed much la te r.
A fu r th e r  a ttem pt by the e a rl of A rra n  to secure a p rebend  fo r
a member of his fam ily was a p p a re n tly  unsuccessfu l. The prebend of
P e tty  in  the diocese of M oray was in th e  patronage of James, earl of
51M oray and lo rd  of S tra th e arn , James IV  s illeg itim ate  son. The
p reb en d  was, how ever, held by successive members of the  O gilvy
fam ily  who had held the  barony of S tra th e a rn  and th e  patronage of
the  p rebend  p r io r  to the g ra n t to James S tew art. In  1542, John
O g ilvy  and George O gilvy had c a rr ie d  o u t a 're tro cess io n ’ of the
benefice, claiming the  assent o f th e  e a r l o f M oray, each in  tu rn
52y ie ld in g  in  fa v o u r of the o ther and leav in g  John in  possession. In
O ctober 1547, A rra n  presented his b ro th e r to the  p rebend  while the
earldom  of M oray was vacant, s ta tin g  th a t the  las t ho lder had died or
53res ig n ed , and claim ing th a t i t  was in ro y a l patronage. However,
48 19 March (RSS, iv , no. 164). The see was said to be vacant; David  
P an iter was in possession, th o u g h  p ro b a b ly  not consecrated at 
the  time.
49 24 May (RSS, iv , no.1606).
50 Haws, Scottish Parish Clergy» 134).
G ran t of the  lo rdsh ip  of S tra th e a rn , 13 May 1532 (RMS, iii, 
no.1166).
52 19 June 1542 (Reg. Supp. 2457, f.2 7 1 v -2 7 2 ); 2 J u ly  (Reg. Supp.
2464, f . l4 8 v -149); Provision to John (Reg. Vat. 1574, f.3 8 -3 9 v ); 
R ig h t of access to George (Reg. Lat. 1734, f.4 5 v -4 7 ); Promise of 
annates of p rovision  and re g re s s , 17 and 19 Oct. (PRO 3 1 /9 -  
33 /1 42 -3 ).
53 20 Oct. (RSS. iii, no.2511).
O g ilvy  appears to have re ta in e d  possession fo r , in  early  1549, he did
re s ig n , b u t in  favour o f William Gordon, a c le rk  o f Moray diocese and
d escrib ed  as the son o f a p r ie s t, while re ta in in g  the  fru its  of the
54p re b en d  and the r ig h t  o f re g res s . The p e titio n  claimed th a t the  
Queen and the earl o f A rra n  agreed to th e  resignation . A rra n  
appears  to  have y ie lded  in  th is  instance to th e  force of physical 
possession and p ro b ab ly  th e  s tre n g th  of th e  Gordon fam ily. This
may have been associated w ith  th e  g ra n t o f th e  earldom of M oray to
55George Gordon, earl o f H u n tly , w hich took place in  F e b ru a ry  1549.
The attem pts to  a c q u ire  these p reb en d s  can presum ably be
a ttr ib u te d  to the desire o f th e  Hamiltons to b e n e fit th e ir  own fam ily
a t th e  expense of local incum bents. In  the case of the parsonage of
E dd leston , which was a p re b e n d  of Glasgow, how ever, James V seems
to have been concerned to en su re  th a t the  fam ily  of Gavin D unbar,
a rch b ish o p  of Glasgow and p a tro n  of the benefice, should not s u ffe r
and th e re fo re  supported  his nominee. The accounts of the d ispute
from  th e  two contestants  not s u rp ris in g ly  v a ry  to some degree.
Thomas Hay, dean o f D u n b a r, claimed th a t he had obtained the
p reb en d  a fte r  a d ispute w ith  John Sanquhar b u t, by 27 Ju ly  1539, he
c le a rly  fe lt  th a t his position  was so weak as to w a rra n t a request fo r  
56a new provision. The K ing presented  a ra th e r  d iffe re n t vers io n  
when he w rote to Paul I I I  in  1540. A lthough he did not mention the  
p reb en d  b y  name, in te rn a l ev id en ce  indicates th a t  the le tte r  can only  
r e fe r  to the  parsonage of Eddleston. He s ta ted  th a t Gavin D unbar  
had g iven  the canonry to  h is  s is te r ’s son, G ilb e rt Kennedy, who was 
a s tu d e n t a t Paris; Thomas H ay had appealed to  th e  apostolic see and
54 3 Feb. (Reg. Supp. 2675, f.2 09 v -210).
55 The Complete P eerage, ix , 181.
56 v  vReg. Supp. 2345, f.162  -1 6 3  ; a correction  o f details was made in  a
p etitio n  on 13 S ep tem ber 1539 (Reg. Supp. 2353, f.243).
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had claimed th e re , as p a r t  of his case, th a t  Gavin had prom ulgated
statu tes  p re ju d ic ia l to  th e  Roman church . Th is  may have aroused th e
k in g ’s ire , and a lth o u g h  i t  is lik e ly  th a t th e  rea l cause of ro y a l
in te rv e n tio n  was to  lend support to his chancello r in  th e  d isp u te ,
James h in ted  th a t th e  lo ya lty  of the  S co ttish  ch u rch  was a t s take
57when such accusations w ere made by lit ig a n ts . With the  s u p p o rt o f
both the  p a tro n  and  th e  crown, i t  is p erh ap s  strange th a t K ennedy
was not successful. On 13 May 1540, how ever, G ilbert y ie ld ed  his
58r ig h t  in  the benefice , and Thomas sought p ro v is io n  to the benefice.
In  -a co n cu rre n t p e titio n , it  was sta ted  th a t H ay’s claim on th e
benefice arose as a re s u lt  of an a rran g e m e n t fo r  the arch b ish o p  to
p rov ide  him to benefices up to the value o f £400 Scots, in  o rd e r  to
exting u ish  a pension of th a t value w hich was owed to him from  th e
mensal table. Th is  resu lted  in  his re c e iv in g  f ir s t  the p reb en d  of
59Renfrew  and s u b seq u en tly  th a t of Eddleston. This may suggest
th a t A rchbishop D u n b ar was p rep ared  to g ive  some ground in  o rd e r
to r id  him self o f th e  pension. The parsonage rem ained in  th e  hands
of the Hay fam ily , fo r  Thomas resigned  in  1543 in fa v o u r o f his
n a tu ra l b ro th e r George Hay, who was one o f Beaton’s secre ta ries , and
60he re ta ined  i t  a t the  Reform ation.
A successful cam paign to re s is t ro y a l wishes in  a m ajor
diocese is ra th e r  u n u su a l, especially  w hen crown and p a tro n  w ere  
a p p a re n tly  un ited . In  a remote diocese like  O rkn ey , such an outcome 
is perhaps less so. When A lexander C ra ig , parson of Hoy d ied ,
57 1 Feb. 1540 (James V L e tte rs . 388-9 ).
58 Reg. Supp. 2377, f . l8 7 v -1 8 8 v .
59 Reg. Supp. 2345, f,1 62 v -1 6 3 v ; Reg. Supp. 2417, f .H 6 v -117; PRO
3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 0 4 -5 .
89 19 May 1543 (Reg. Supp. 2485, f,148v ); Haws, Scottish P arish  
Clergy, 79).
Alexander Stevenson was g iven  ro y a l presentation  to the  prebend on
18 Jan u ary  1541 d u rin g  the  vacan cy  in  the s e e .^  However, P eter
Houston, who occurred  as o ff ic ia l o f O rkney in  1540, seems to have
been claim ing the prebend as w ell. In  October 1542, Stevenson and
Houston w ere in  d ispute  o v er th e  parsonage, when Stevenson agreed
to y ie ld  his r ig h t  in  the p reb en d  in  fa v o u r of Houston, in re tu rn  fo r
an annual pension of 10 m erks Scots, and Houston petitioned fo r  
62papal p rov ision . This was successful, fo r  Houston not only
appeared as parson of Hoy when he became subdean in  the new  
constitu tion  of the chapter in  1544, b u t also re ta in ed  i t  u n til 1564.
A lthough the crown could obta in  the patronage of cathedra l 
prebends in  certa in  c ircum stances and was able to p u t fo rw ard  
nominees of its  own as a re s u lt, i f  not always successfu lly , 
presenta tion  to many of these benefices lay w ith  the bishop in normal 
circum stances. A lthough no bishops* reg is te rs  exis t which would  
provide  an organised a d m in is tra tiv e  record  of such appointm ents, as 
is the case in  England, it  is nonetheless possible to trace  the hand  
of the bishop in  several appointm ents o r attem pted appointm ents to  
prebends.
The prebend  of D uffus  in  the  diocese of M oray provides one 
example of th is . On 23 June 1547, Paul I I I  p rov ided  P a tric k  H epburn  
as p e rp e tu a l coad ju to r to th e  incum bent, A lexander S u th erlan d , 
described as f i f ty -e ig h t  years  old and ill. A lexander was to re ta in  
the t it le  of canon, a seat in  th e  c h ap te r, all the  fru its , re tu rn s  and
61 E ££ , ii, no.3802.
^  5 Oct. (Reg. Supp. 2468, f.2 4 9 v -2 5 0 ); P etition  fo r  A lexander’s 
pension (Reg. Supp. 2468, f.2 50 -2 5 0 v ).
63 Clouston, Records of the  Earldom  of O rkn e y . 364-71; RMS, iii,
no.3102; Haws, Scottish  P arish  C le rg y , 107). Hay became the  
prebend of the subdean in  1544.
emoluments of the  benefice, w hile P a tric k  was to be gran ted  an
64annual pension of £80 Scots (ro u g h ly  h a lf the fru its )  on the fru its .  
P atric k  was the son of the bishop of M oray, and presum ably the  
appointm ent was made a t his fa th e r ’s in s tig a tio n . I t  was possib ly  
expected th a t S u th erlan d  would not live  long, and th a t H epburn  
would soon succeed him com pletely. I f  th is  was the case, fa th e r  and  
son w ere to be d isappointed . A lthough P a tric k  remained parson a t 
least u n til 1557, S u th erlan d  s till had his th ird  in  1561, and o u tlived  
H epburn , who was dead in 1567; A lexander was described as p atro n  
of the  parsonage and v ic a rag e  a t the time of his own death p r io r  to  
1571.65
P atrick  H epburn , bishop of M oray, was assiduous in his e ffo r ts
to place his sons. The parsonage of E lg in  was a mensal ch u rch ,
w hile the v icarage was a sep ara te  prebend . When John Innes, v ic a r
66of E lg in  since 1535, died w ith  no date of death recorded, P a tric k
im m ediately sought th e  p reb en d  fo r an o th er son, William, in June  
671547. His p e titio n , how ever, was not the  f i r s t  since, two days
68e a rlie r , James T h o rn to n  had a lre a d y  p etitio n ed  fo r  provision. In
ad d ition , two o th e r claim ants soon appeared. John Stenhouse asked
fo r  provision  on 27 June, when the  date of In n e s ’s death was g iven
as May, but y ie lded an y  r ig h t  in  the  p rebend  in  favo u r of Adam
69Kingorne litt le  o ver a month la te r. James Thorn to n  was also no t
64 Reg. Vat. 1649, f . l3 - 1 8 v ; 24 June (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /2 2 9 -2 3 2 ; PRO 3 1 /9 -  
33/210). H ep b u rn  obliged him self fo r  the  annates of 
coad ju to rsh ip , 3 A u g u st 1548 (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /2 4 3 ).
66
Haws, Scot t ish. Parish Clergy» 66.
66 Reg. Lat. 1631, f.220v -221.
67 25 June 1547 (Reg. Supp. 2608, f . l3 0 v -1 3 1 ).
68 23 June (Reg. Supp. 2619, f . l0 0 -1 0 0 v ).
£ \Q
Petition  by Stenhouse (Reg. Supp. 2611, f.222 -222V ); Petition  fo r  
K ingorne’s p ro v is io n , 8 A u gust (Reg. Supp. 2610, f.250v -251 );
PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /2 1 4 .
easily  d iscouraged from  challenging the episcopal nominee: on 4
October, he sought prorogation  of his p rov is ion  fo r  a fu r th e r  yea r
beyond the norm al time, in  o rd e r to g ive him time to oust an
70in tru d e r , who was presum ably H epburn. I t  is c lear, how ever, th a t
none of the  ch allen g ers  w ere successful in  p re v e n tin g  the bishop
from  in s ta llin g  his son in  the  prebend . William H epburn  successfu lly
re ta in e d  his hold on the benefice, and was described as deceased
71v ic a r  in  1564.
The fam ily  ties  of a th ird  H epburn  appointm ent to one of the  
p rebend s  in  E lg in  C athedra l have not been confirm ed. A lexander
H ep b u rn , a c le rk  of M oray diocese, was appoin ted  to  the canon ry  of 
R hynie by episcopal a u th o rity  in 1539. In  the  summer of 1541, he
sought a new provis ion  to th e  benefice since 'some doubt th e  v a lid ity
n o
of th is  a u th o r ity 1. A lthough the p e titio n  makes no mention
e xp lic itly  or im p lic itly  o f fam ily  links  w ith  P atrick  H epburn , bishop of 
M oray, the  date of his appointm ent in the yea r fo llow ing P a tr ic k  
H e p b u rn ’s prom otion to the b ishopric  makes i t  p robab le  th a t he was 
re la ted  in some way. He held the p reb en d  u n til 1547 when he 
res igned  in the  hands of the  bishop who appointed  John Lesley to 
the b en efice .7^
A nother H epburn  bishop, P a tr ic k ’s cousin, John H epburn  of 
B rech in , had less success in  try in g  to place a re la tiv e  in  the
p e rp e tu a l v icarag e  of B rech in , which was a p reb en d  of th e  diocese.
70 Reg. Supp. 2647, f . l3 3 v -134.
71 An Adam H epburn  is described as v ic a r in  1554. This may be an  
e r ro r  o r may re p re s e n t some k ind  o f tra n s fe r  w ith in  th e  fam ily  
(Haws, Scottish  P arish  C le rg y , 81).
72 2 Aug. (Reg. Supp. 2427, f.300v ).
73 A b e rd e en -B an ff I l lu s tra t io n s , ii, 179; Lesley asked fo r  papal 
provis ion  on 23 Feb. 1548 (Reg. Supp. 2628, f.179 -180 ).
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When William Meldrum  died in  A ugust 1534, William H epburn , the son
74of a p rie s t, asked fo r prov is ion  on 3 Novem ber 1534, it  seems lik e ly
th a t he was both re la ted  to, and supported  by, the  bishop. However,
M eldrum ’s death in a re s e rv e d  month opened up the fie ld  fo r
com petition, and fo u r o th e r petitions  w ere dated on th a t same day,
from  P a tric k  L idde ll, John Lauder, a fam ilia r of the  k ing , and two  
75from  John Hay. A bu ll has been traced  on ly  in  response to one of
76these: John Hay was p ro v id ed  to the  p reb en d . E arly  the following
year, a new lit ig a n t en te red  the fra y . John C ockburn  petitioned fo r
77provis ion  on 12 Jan u ary , and his claim was g iven  an element of
su p p o rt in  th a t James V w rote  to the  C ard in a l o f Ravenna in e arly
summer, s ta ting  th a t C ockburn , whom he said had been appointed by
the  o rd in a ry , had assigned a pension of 80 m erks to a ro ya l fam iliar,
78David C ristison, w ith  the assent of the bishop. I f  Cockburn ever
had possession, i t  may not have been v e ry  secure since, in October,
i t  was John Hay and John Lauder who w ere litig a tin g  over the
79p reb en d , and the case w ent to the Rota. Despite the  K ing’s le t te r
to the  C ard inal, th e re  is l it t le  evidence th a t he was supporting
C ockburn , and it  seems lik e ly  th a t his concern  was ra th e r w ith
securing  the pension fo r  C ristison. At th e  end of the day, the
p reb en d  appears to have been obtained by  Hay, who was a nephew of
7^ Reg. Supp. 2187, f.2 58 -2 5 8 v . The parsonage of B rechin  was the  
bishop’s own prebend .
7  ^ L id d e ll (Reg. Supp. 2157, f .81—81v ); L au d er (Reg. Supp. 2159,
f.291v -292; Hay (Reg. Supp. 2155, f.4 9 v -50 ; Reg. Supp. 2161, 
f .6v ).
76 Reg. Lat. 1633, f.74-76 .
77 Reg. Supp. 2161, f . l 68v .
78 James V L e tte rs . 291. C ris tison  was s till seeking  confirm ation of 
th is  pension on 23 Ju ly  (Reg. Supp. 2181, f.200v ).
79 29 Oct. (Reg. Supp. 2189, f .88v ); 19 Nov. (Reg. Supp. 2194, f . l8 4 V-
185).
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80David Beaton. John Hay, canon of B rech in , w itnessed a c h a rte r
81from  David Beaton in  October 1544, and appears  to have re ta in ed
82the  v icarage  up to the  Reformation.
The provis ion  o f Alexander A nnand to the p reb en d  of
F organdenny in  D unkeld  C athedral p ro v id es  a fu r th e r  in d ica tio n  of
lim itations on episcopal power imposed by  papal r ig h ts  of re se rv a tio n .
A lexander resigned  th e  canonry in J an u ary  1539 and the  pope gave
83p ro v is io n  to James L y n , w ith  access re s e rv e d  to Annand. In  th e
autum n of th a t y e a r, i t  emerged th a t George C richton, bishop of
D unkeld , had appoin ted  William C richton to the benefice. In  a
supplication  of 2 Septem ber, i t  was sta ted  th a t the  appointm ent had
been made on the  death  of James Lyn. The p e titio n  how ever stated
th a t William C richton  and Alexander A nnand, having  b ro u g h t the  case
before  the bishop, had reached an ag reem en t by which C rich ton
renounced his r ig h t  in  the benefice in  fa v o u r of Annand, and th e y
84sought confirm ation of th is concord. The provision  of Annand
almost th ree  months la te r  when it  was said to be vacan t by the  
res ig n atio n  of L yn , suggests th a t he successfu lly  v in d ica ted  the  
r ig h t  of access w hich  the e a rlie r agreem ent w ith  Lyn  had g iven  
him .85
80 M ary of L o rra in e  C orrespond.. 103,138.
81 20 Oct. (RMS, ii i,  no.3029).
o p
Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 31.
88 9 Jan. (Reg. Supp. 2314, f.263v -264); P rovis ion  fo r  L yn  (Reg. Lat.
1657B, f.238v -2 4 0 ); R ight of access fo r  Annand (Reg. Lat. 1657B, 
f.240-241v );
84 Reg. Supp. 2346, f.3 6 -37 .
85 28 Nov. (Reg. Lat. 1693, f . l3 2 v -134).
W hoever held the  patronage of c a th e d ra l prebends, i t  was
lik e ly  th a t local fam ilies, p a rtic u la r ly  those w ith  s ig n ifican t power in
th e  a rea , would be in flu e n tia l in the appointm ents made to these
benefices. This indeed p roved  to be the case, thoug h  such in fluence
sometimes met w ith  opposition.
The earls  of Caithness, fo r example, w ere from the S in c la ir
fam ily  and i t  was presum ably th is  in flu en ce  w hich  ensured th a t the
p reb en d  of O lrig  should rem ain in S in c la ir  hands in  1549. Royal
p resen ta tio n  during  the d ispute  o ver the  b ishopric  was given to
William Gordon, parson of D u lh il, on 10 May 1547, when William
S in c la ir , the previous h o lder, was said to  have died. Gordon
him self followed th is  up w ith  his own p e titio n  to the  pope in  the  
87fo llow ing  month. In  December 1548, how ever, he resigned in fa v o u r
of William S incla ir, who claimed noble descent, a claim which gives
88credence to the  suggestion of a lin k  w ith  the  earls  of Caithness.
G ordon’s presentation  and his subsequent res ig n atio n  may well be
lin k e d  w ith  A lexander G ordon’s unsuccessfu l a ttem p t to obtain the
bishopric . I t  was, how ever, S in c la ir who secured the  prebend, being
described  as parson of O lrig  in  the fo llow ing y ea r, and re ta in in g  it
89a t the  Reformation.
The prebend of T u r r i f f  in  A b erd een sh ire  was even more
d ire c tly  u n d er the contro l of a m ajor fam ily  fo r , since 1450, the
86 RSS, iii, no.2272. The see was te c h n ica lly  v acan t a t th is  time 
since Robert S tew art and A lexander Gordon w ere d isputing  
possession.
87 25 June (Reg. Supp. 2608, f . l2 8 v ).
88 9 Dec. (Reg. Supp. 2652, f . l7 9 v -1 8 0 ).
O Q
6 Aug 1549 (Prot. Bk. G ilb e rt G rote , 1552-73, no.272); Haws,
Scottish Parish C le rg y . 193.
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90parsonage had been in  the patronage o f th e  Hays, earls  of E rro l. 
When the  prebend became vacant in  O ctober 1535 on the death of
A lexander Hay, i t  was obtained by A lexander Lyon, p recen to r of
91M oray, a t the p resen ta tio n  of the e a rl and w ith  o rd in a ry  a u th o rity .
A lthough he fe lt  th e  need to ask tw ice fo r  a new provis ion  w ith in  the  
92next th re e  years , he in fa c t re ta in e d  th e  benefice u n til his own
death some time before  June 1543. I t  was on ly  a t th is  stage th a t the
r ig h ts  of the p a tro n  w ere challenged in  a n y  way. A lthough a member
of th e  Hay fam ily , Thomas Hay, canon of B rech in , did petition  fo r
papal provision on 24 June, having  a lre a d y  rece ived  episcopal
a p p ro va l, he re p o rte d  in the p e titio n  a d isp u te  re g ard in g  the  case
93being heard before  the bishop. T h a t th is  was indeed so, was
confirm ed by a p e titio n  dated the same day b y  John E rsk ine  who also
claimed th a t he had rece ived  the  p reb en d  by  o rd in a ry  a u th o rity , and
th a t the earl of E rro l had not made a nom ination w ith in  the req u ired  
94time. This may or may not have been tru e , b u t i t  is c lear th a t the
r ig h ts  of the p a tro n  were v in d ica ted  a t leas t in the  long ru n . The
p reb en d  was held in  1551 by Mr William H ay, presum ably a member of 
95th e  E rro l fam ily, and th is  fits  w ith  th e  p ic tu re  of the hold of the
96fam ily  on the benefice being quite  s tro n g .' This case prov ides  an
90 Cowan, P arishes. 202.
91 30 June (Reg. Supp. 2179, f.284v -2 8 5 ).
92 28 May 1536 (Reg. Supp. 2224, f .2 7 -2 8 ); 21 Sept.1538 (Reg. Supp.
2301, f.256 -256v ).
93 Reg. Supp. 2480, f.3 1 v .
94 Reg. Supp. 2480, f.3 1 v -32 .
95 Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 240.
96 In  1509, fo r example, the p re b e n d a ry  was an o th er member of the  
fam ily, John Hay (Aberd. Reg, i, 353).
in te re s tin g  example o f a challenge to a lay  p atro n  being  taken , a lb e it
u n su ccessfu lly , to  Rome.
The documents illu s tra tin g  these cases e ith e r  show o r im plic itly
suggest th e  fam ily  connections o f th e  holders. W ith o th e r prebends,
how ever, th e  connection is not so obvious. The p reb en d  o f Glasgow
Secundo illu s tra te s  th is  point. This was resigned  b y  John Sproule
97on 26 June 1547 in  fa v o u r o f John Houston. Houston however
y ie lded  a ll r ig h t  in  the  p reb en d  in  th e  hands o f th e  pope on the
same day, and S prou le  asked fo r  prov is ion  w ith  th e  im p o rtan t proviso
th a t access was rese rv ed  to Houston w henever th e  prebend
su b seq u en tly  fe ll vacant: both th e  provis ion  and th e  re se rv a tio n  w ere  
98th en  made. Despite the res ig n atio n  o f th e  p reb en d , th e  in ten tio n , 
as illu s tra te d  b y  th e  re se rv a tio n , was to s tre n g th e n  th e  contro l of 
the  Houston fam ily  on the  benefice  . A t some la te r  stage, the
p reb en d  d u ly  re tu rn e d  to John Houston, and he was hold ing i t  in
99 1001557. The Houstons w ere a m ajor R en frew sh ire  fam ily , and
severa l members o f the  fam ily  held benefices w ith in  th e  diocese of
Glasgow. James Houston was su b -d ean  and v ic a r-g e n e ra l o f Glasgow
from  1 5 2 6 - 1 5 5 0 , and may have exercised some in flu en ce  in  th is
p a rtic u la r  appointm ent. The name o f m aster John Houston is
associated w ith  th e  v icarages o f both Dunlop and R u th erg len  in
1548.102
9  ^ Reg. Supp. 2609, f . l 2 v -13 .
99 Reg. Supp. 2618, f.87; P rovis ion  (Reg. La t. 1786, f.323 -326 ); 
R eservation  o f access (Reg. Lat. 1786, f.326 -330).
99 Haws, Scottish  P arish  C le rg y . 97
100 G .C raw ford , A g en era l d escrip tio n  of th e  sh ire  o f R enfrew .
in c lu d in g  an account o f th e  noble and ancie n t fam ilies (Paisley, 
1818), 99-102.
101 F a s ti, 168.
102 RSS, ii i,  no.2767,2790.
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A fu r th e r  example, which illu s tra te s  the  in fluence of a local fam ily
in such appointm ents, is found w ith  the p rebend  of K inkell in  the
diocese of A berdeen. A lexander Galloway, who had held it  since
before  1526, res ig n ed  th is  benefice on 21 Septem ber 1540, when he
p etitio n ed , along w ith  H enry  Lumsden, th a t H enry  be p ro v id ed  to the
p reb en d , b u t th a t A lexander should re ta in  the name of parson, have
p resen ta tio n  to th e  pendicles of the  p reb en d , a s ta ll in  the  ch o ir
and, most s ig n if ic a n tly , should re ta in  the  fru its  and the  r ig h t  o f
reg ress  i f  the benefice should fa ll vacant, a req u es t w hich was du ly  
103g ra n te d . I t  is c lear th a t Lumsden was en su rin g  his succession,
w hile leav ing  the  reven u es  of the prebend w ith  Galloway, who him self
was en su rin g  his own hold on the benefice should the a rran g em en t
not w ork  accord ing  to plan. A lexander Galloway is found as
p re b e n d a ry  in 1528, so he had held the benefice fo r  some tim e .^94
The Lumsden fam ily  w ere landowners in the diocese. In  1564, H enry
him self is found w itnessing  a c h a rte r of M arg are t Lumsden, lad y  of
Balgonie and Condlane, w hich suggests th a t he was a member of the  
105fam ily. He was named as canon in  both 1545 and 1566, a lthough  i t
1 Dfiis not c lear when he f i r s t  rece ived  the fru its .
The parsonage o f K incard ine in the diocese of M oray appears  to
have been obtained by  one of a fam ily whose lin k  w ith  the  a rea  can
only be traced  in  a sim ilar in d ire c t m anner. I t  was held in 1535 by
Thomas C raig , who was re p o rte d  to be declared  excommunicate in  the
Rota and o rd ered  to  vacate  th e  churches in  w hich he was in tru d e d .
Reg. Sup^>. 2396, f. 159—161v ; P rovision to Lum sden (Reg. Lat. 1722, 
f . 13-14 ); R eservation  o f pension and r ig h t  to reg ress  to
Galloway (R eg.Lat. 1714, f.5 6 -59 ); a co rrec tio n  of fru its  was
sought on 9 A ugust 1541 (Reg. Supp. 2428, f.237 -237v ).
104 A berd-B anff Coll,, 572; Aber, Reg., 255.
105 15 A p ril (RMS, iv , no.1523).
Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 139.
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A lthoug h a R obert Hamilton sought prov is ion  to the  benefice a t th a t  
1 07tim e, th is  appears to have been unsuccessfu l, fo r  two years  la te r ,
John C raig  was g iven ro ya l p resen ta tio n  to the  p reb en d , said to be
v a c a n t by the death of Thomas C raig  ju s t  a f te r  the death o f bishop  
10ftS tew art. This appointm ent was las tin g , in  th a t John C raig  was
109s till in  possession in  1548. In  th a t y ea r, C ra ig  was a w itness to a 
c h a r te r  o f A lexander C raig  of C ra g is f in tra y  in  the sheriffdom  of 
A berdeen  to his nephew . ^ 9 I t  thus seems lik e ly  th a t he belonged to  
th is  n o rth -e a s t fam ily , and i t  was th ro u g h  these local connections  
th a t he obtained the  prebend .
The r ig h ts  of re se rv a tio n  of benefices to the papacy b ro u g h t 
many appointm ents made by  patrons in  Scotland and d isputes o ver  
such appointm ents to the  c u ria  a t Rome. A lthough, as has been 
shown a t the beginning of th is  c h ap te r, the  papacy was u n lik e ly  to 
exercise personally  its  power of p a tronage  in  such circum stances, 
these r ig h ts , how ever, by b rin g in g  v ac a n t benefices to Rome, 
p ro v id ed  an o p p o rtu n ity  fo r  the  S cottish  p ro c u ra to rs  a t the  c u ria  to 
mount a s ig n ifican t challenge to local co n tro l of such appointm ents. 
I f  on occasions th e y  m ight act on b eh alf o f Scots perm anently  liv in g  
a t home, th ey  were o ften  more concerned ab o u t advancing th e ir  own 
in te res ts .
One of these, John T h o rn to n , had mixed success in  his two  
attem pts  to secure c a th ed ra l p rebend s. The c h u rc h  of Ancrum in  the
107 29 Nov. (Reg. Supp. 2194, f.2 70 -2 7 0 v ).
108 22 Dec. 1537 (RSS. ii, no.2412).
109 Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 135.
110 16 May 1548 (RMS, iv , no.208).
diocese of Glasgow fe ll vacan t by the death of John Doby in
Septem ber 1535. Though th is  was not a re se rv ed  month, a p e tition
by Andrew  L o ckh art, p ro b a b ly  a local nominee, on 9 N ovem ber^^
prov ided  a signal fo r  th e  p ro c u ra to rs  to  p u t fo rw ard  th e ir  claims.
James Salmond was the  f i r s t  to  do so on the  same day as L o ckh art,
112claiming th a t John had d ied in  O ctober o r an o th er reserved  month.
John Thornton q u ic k ly  followed him w ith  two petitions on 27
November and 30 Decem ber, on th e  second occasion sta ting  th a t the
previous holder had been R ichard Bothwell (though  Doby’s name was
113mentioned as an a lte rn a tiv e ) . Thorn to n  appears to have been
successful, because on 8 Jan u ary  1537, Salmond, w hile claiming th a t
he had obtained the  benefice  by apostolic a u th o r ity  on Doby’s death,
yie lded his r ig h t in th e  benefice  in  fa v o u r o f Thorn to n , who in tu rn
claimed th a t he had obta ined  i t  by  o rd in a ry  a u th o r ity , a claim whose
accuracy cannot be v e r if ie d . ^ 4 T h e re a fte r , the benefice remained in
the fam ily th ro u g h  to th e  Reform ation. T horn to n  assigned all dues
from the prebend of A ncrum , amongst several benefices, to his
n a tu ra l son, H en ry  and Bessie Chalm er, H e n ry ’s m other, on 4 March  
1151549. Later th a t y e a r, he is recorded  as having  resigned the
prebend in fa v o u r o f his nephew  by his n a tu ra l b ro th er, James
1 1 fi 11VThornton. By th is  date , T h o rn to n  may have been in Scotland.
111 Reg. Supp. 2193, f.182.
112 Reg. Supp. 2226, f.296.
113 Reg. Supp. 2196, f.294v -295; Reg. Supp. 2207, f.253.
114 Reg. Supp. 2234, f .9 7 -9 7 v .
115 Pr.c>t, Bk, Rollok., no.168.
13 Aug. 1549 (Reg. Supp. 2675, f,137 -137v ); James Thornton
subsequently  sought p ro ro g a tio n  of the  provision  fo r  6 months 
on 18 October 1549 (Reg. Supp. 2675, f.278v ).
117 He was p resen t a t the  P ro v in c ia l Council in  1549 ( Inchcolm C h rs .. 
200).
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In  th a t year too, he was denounced as a re b e l and p u t to the horn
fo r  non-paym ent of his p a r t  of the £ 10,000 tax  g ran ted  by the c le rg y
(presum ably  the tax o ffe re d  in 1543). Despite th is , Thornton re ta ined
118th e  prebend  and was s till in  possession a t th e  Reform ation.
Thorn to n  was not so successful in  his a ttem p t to obtain  the
p reb en d  of K irkm ichael in  Ross. On th e  death  o f John Innes in  a
'p e rh ap s  reserved  m onth1, Robert M a rjo rib a n k s  was g iven royal
p resen ta tio n  to the benefice on 24 May 1547, while the see was 
119vacant. John Tho rn to n  did not ta k e  long to p u t fo rw ard  his
120claim, seeking provision  one month la te r. T h ere  is, how ever, no
evidence of his having  any success a t all: w hen Robert died the
fo llow ing year, royal p resen ta tio n  was made to Thomas M arjo rib an ks ,
described as the son of Thomas M a rjo rib a n k s , b u rg h e r of 
121E d in b u rg h . Thomas M a rjo rib an k s  was s till  in  possession of the
p reb en d  in 1586, hav in g  re ta in ed  i t  th ro u g h  the Reform ation  
122perio d . Royal r ig h ts  d u rin g  episcopal vacancies easily w ithstood
th is  challenge.
James Salmond, an o th er of the S cottish  p ro c u ra to rs , met w ith  no 
success a t a ll in his a ttem pts  to ob ta in  p reb en d s, a lthough in two  
cases he was able to fo rce  his ad ve rs a rie s  to  pay  him a pension in  
o rd e r to r id  them selves of his litig a tio n . The d ispute o ver the  
p reb en d  of Botarie in  M oray diocese s tre tc h e d  o ver th ree  years a fte r  
th e  death of John S anq uhar, who was a n o ta ry  a t the  apostolic see in
118 R ££ , iv , no.238; Haws, Scottish  P arish  C le rg y . 11.
119 RSS, iii, no.2294. P a n ite r  had not been consecrated.
120 25 June (Reg. Supp. 2619, f . l l - l l v ).
121 16 Nov. 1548 (RSS. ii i,  no.3027).
-^22 Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 150.
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1231539, Salmond so u g h t provision e a r ly  in  A ugust, b u t a m onth
la te r  James S tra th a u c h in  also did so, claim ing th a t he had a lre a d y
124 . • •obtained i t  by  o rd in a ry  au th o rity . A th ird  claim ant, William
Gordon, sought p ro v is io n  on th re e  occasions s h o rtly  a fte rw a rd s ,
125s ta tin g  th a t he a lre a d y  held i t  by  apostolic a u th o rity . A lth o u g h
S tra th a u ch in  claim ed th a t Salmond had y ie lded  his r ig h t  in  the
benefice in  his fa v o u r  when he sought p rov is ion  again on 20 June  
1 9fi1540, th is  cannot h ave  been so as Salmond was described e a r ly  in
A ugust as being in  d ispu te  w ith Gordon, who petitioned fo r  h im self 
127on -th a t occasion. Gordon, who was chancellor o f M oray , had
128a lread y  sought a new provision on 22 Ju ly . Despite th e  a p p a re n t
s tre n g th  of G ordon’s position in the  diocese, and a fu r th e r  p e titio n
129made by him on 22 O ctober, i t  appears  th a t the m ajor d isp u te  lay
between Salmond and S tra thauch in . In  one o f his p etitio n s , Salmond
named, as well as S tra thauch in , th re e  o th e r a d ve rs arie s , John
130Douglas, John M ultram  and James Kennedy. Late in  F e b ru a ry
1541, Salmond e v e n tu a lly  yielded in fa v o u r of S tra th a u ch in , s ta tin g  
exp lic itly  th a t he had obtained i t  by apostolic a u th o r ity , w h ile  
S tra th a u ch in  had been granted i t  by  th e  bishop. They asked fo r
provision  fo r  S tra th a u c h in  to the  p re b en d , and fo r Salmond to  
rece ive  a pension of £16 Scots a y ea r, th e  annual va lue  of th e
123 6 Aug. (Reg. Supp. 2344, f . l5 9 v -1 6 0 ).
124 2 Sept. (Reg. Supp. 2344, f . l6 0 -1 6 0 v ).
125 19 Dec. 1539 (Reg. Supp. 2358, f.2 27 -2 2 7 v ); 3 Jan.1540 (Reg. Supp.
2359, f.2 51 -2 5 1 v ); 23 March (Reg. Supp. 2368, f.131).
126 Reg. Supp. 2379, f . l9 5 v -196.
127 6 Aug. (Reg. Supp. 2358, f.2 4 -2 4 v ).
128 Reg. Supp. 2384, f . l0 1 -1 0 1 v .
129 Reg. Supp. 2395, f .7 .
130 31 Jan. 1541 (Reg. Supp. 2408, f . l3 4 -1 3 4 v ).
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benefice not exceeding £20 s te r lin g . 434 In  none of the petitions  is
the date of S a n q u h a r’s death g iven , and th is  may indicate th a t it  did
not occur in a re s e rv e d  month. W hether th is  was the  case or not,
the dispute p ro v id es  a t least one instance w here the bishop was able
to w ard o ff the claims of one of the  p ro c u ra to rs , a lb e it a t the p rice
of a pension. S tra th a u c h in  was also one of the royal secretaries  in 
i Qo
the late 1530s, and th is  s tatus may also have assisted him in
establishing a hold on the benefice. He rem ained in  possession of
133the prebend a t th e  Reform ation, and also managed to fre e  the  
parsonage of th e  pension fo r Salmond by resign ing  the p e rp e tu a l 
vicarage a t K ilta r lity  in  fa v o u r of William Salmond, a n a tu ra l b ro th e r  
of James, in F e b ru a ry  1545.434
In  another a ttem p t to obta in  one of the Scottish prebend s,
Salmond challenged the contro l of th e  S tew art fam ily o ver the
prebend of M offat in  Glasgow diocese, b u t again had to be satis fied
w ith  ju s t a pension. Salmond had been d ispu ting  Matthew S te w a rt’s
135possession in O ctober 1541, b u t when Matthew assigned the  
benefice a year la te r , i t  was in fa v o u r of John S tew art; M atthew  
however re ta in ed  th e  tit le , his s ta ll in  th e  cho ir, voice in  the c h ap ter, 
the  fru its  of the parsonage and the  r ig h t  of regress i f  the prebend
-IQ/*
should fa ll vacan t, and on th is  basis, John was provided . G iven
the terms on w hich  the  res ig n a tio n  and provision  were made, i t  is
131 22 Feb. 1541 (Reg. Supp. 2414, f .8 1 -8 1 v ).
132 James V L e tte rs . 342.
133 Haws, Scottish Parish Clergy» 28.
134 26 Feb. (Reg. Supp. 2535, f.153).
135 4 Oct. (Reg. Supp. 2535, f . l0 9 -1 0 9 v ).
433 5 Nov. 1542 (Reg. Supp. 2470, f .9 1 -9 1 V ); Provision (Reg. Lat. 1603, 
f.43 -44v ).
c lear th a t the a rran g e m e n t was designed to secure the succession
ra th e r  than  to make an y  immediate p ra c tic a l change in  possession of
th e  p rebend . Salm ond’s claims, how ever, could not sim ply be
ig n o re d , and i t  was o n ly  b y  ag ree in g  to  pay him an annual pension
of 20 scudi from  th e  te in d s  th a t John S te w a rt was able to fre e  th e
137benefice  from  his a tte n tio n s  in  Septem ber 1543.
James Salmond also sought the  p reb en d  of D ingw all a t some time
b efore  A p ril 1536, w hen he was said to  have ceded his r ig h t  in  the
138parsonage in  fa v o u r o f a n o th er p ro c u ra to r, John Stevenson.
Stevenson him self p e titio n ed  fo r  a new provis ion  on 15 Septem ber
1391539. The succession was not, how ever, such a simple m atter fo r ,  
e a rly  in 1541, Salmond claimed th a t Stevenson had in tru d e d  h im self in  
th e  benefice, and had sought p ro v is io n . 44*4 In  th is  case, he fa iled  to  
sustain  his challenge even ag a in s t a fe llow  p ro cu ra to r, fo r i t  was 
Stevenson who re ta in e d  D ingw all u n til his death in 1547, when
Thomas Ker was g iven  ro y a l p resen ta tio n  to the prebend , the  see 
being vacant. 444
David Bonar was a th ird  member o f the  group  of Scots a t Rome 
w hich was re g u la r ly  lit ig a t in g  fo r  prebend s  a t the  curia . He met 
w ith  success in re ta in in g  th e  p reb en d  of Brechin  known as the
pensionary  despite a challenge  to his claim. This benefice had been
43  ^ 4 Sept. 1543 (Reg. Supp. 2480, f .3 9 -3 9 v ). S tew art promised to  
pay the annates on 14 O ctober (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 4 5 ).
438 5 A p ril (Reg. Supp. 2212, f.4 3 ).
439 Reg. Supp. 2345, f . H 4 v -1 1 5 v .
440 8 Jan. 1541 (Reg. Supp. 2408, f . l2 9 v -1 3 0 v ).
141 6 Nov. 1547 (RSS. ii i,  no.2529); th e  p reb en d  rem ained in  d isp u te , 
however, because both R o b ert F ra s e r and John Campbell asked
fo r papal p ro v is io n  e a r ly  in  1548 (Reg. Supp. 2646, f . 162; Reg.
Supp. 2627, f.132 ).
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142in  the hands of the  Seton fam ily  since before 1536 b u t, on 11
A p ril 1540, John Seton resigned  i t  in  the  hands of the  pope, and
Bonar sought and obtained p ro v is io n . 443 Two months la te r, he
sought p ro ro g atio n  of the  p ro v is io n  fo r  a fu r th e r  six months, on the
grounds sim ply th a t the  p rocedu res  could not be completed w ith in
the s ta tu to ry  tim e .444 The rea l reason may have been th a t his
possession was not abso lu te ly  secure, fo r  a fu r th e r  claim ant came
forw ard  in 1542. On 5 October, Thomas Huchesoun petitioned  fo r a
new provision, claim ing th a t he had a lre a d y  obtained the  prebend by
145o rd in a ry  a u th o r ity  and by res ig n a tio n  o f George Wilson. I t  took
Bonar five  more years  to e lim inate th is  challenge. Huchesoun may
have been a local claim ant, as is p erh ap s  suggested by his assertion
th a t he had episcopal backing; a lte rn a tiv e ly , th is  may have been a
case fo u g h t solely a t Rome, because Thomas Huchesoun may be
146id en tified  w ith  a cousin of John Duncanson of th a t name. The
147dispute continued w ith  a p e titio n  from  Bonar in M arch 1543, and
two from Huchesoun la te r th a t y e a r, in the second of w hich,
1Huchesoun described  Bonar as havin g  ‘stolen the  benefice ’. I t
was not u n til 1547 th a t the litig a tio n  appears  to have ended and only
442 5 A p ril 1536 (Reg. Supp. 2210, f.271v -272); 22 Dec. (Reg. Supp.
2231, f . l2 9 v ); 17 A p ril 1537 (Reg. Supp. 2264, f.349v -3 5 0 ); 20 
A p ril (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /8 1 -2 ) .
443 Reg. Supp. 2377, f .6 4 -6 4 v ; P rovis ion  (Reg. Vat. 1554, f.3 25 -3 2 5 v ).
444 29 June (Reg. Supp. 2396, f . l5 8 v ).
445 Reg. Supp. 2470, f.8 5 v .
446 RSS, ii, no.2806n.
447 25 March (Reg. Supp. 2495, f.7 9 v ).
448 19 July (Reg. Supp. 2480, f . l8 9 V ); 20 Ju ly  (Reg. Supp. 2488, f .1 6 -
16v ).
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th en  as a re s u lt o f Huchesoun’s death, when David Bonar asked to be
149su rro g ated  to an y  r ig h t  w hich Huchesoun had in the benefice.
Bonar had no such d iffic u lties  when he obtained the  p reb en d  of
F u n g a rth  in  the  diocese of D unkeld , one of the prebends m aintained
1 finfrom  tem pora lities . When Robert C richton was prom oted to the
bishopric  in  late  1546, Bonar successfully sought prov is ion  from  the  
151pope.
A nother of the  p ro c u ra to rs , John Duncanson, showed him self to be
one of the most assiduous b en efice-seekers  a t the c u ria  by  his
152attem pts to obta in  th e  p recen to rsh ip  o f Glasgow. He extended  his
e ffo rts  to c a th ed ra l p rebend s as well, though not always successfu lly .
His a ttem pt to secure the  prebend of Monymusk in  A berdeen , fo r
example, ended in  fa ilu re . He obtained provision  to the  p reb en d  on 3
November 1534, w hen it  was said to be vacant by the  death of
153Alexander Simpson. In  1536, how ever, his claim was challenged by
th ree  o th er lit ig a n ts , H enry  F o rsyth , John Hay and P a trick  D unbar.
On 24 Ju ly , John Hay sought provision  to the p rebend  si n e u tr i ,
154naming the o th e r th re e  as his opponents. He may indeed have
been successful a t th a t stage, because he appeared w itness ing  a
149 17 Aug. (Reg. Supp. 2617, f.253).
150 Dunk. R e n t.. 349.
434 25 Oct. (Reg. Supp. 2586, f.279); Provis ion  (Reg. Lat. 1770, f.334v -  
335v ).
452 See above, 1 4 8 -5 2 .
1 5 3 Reg. Vat. 1454, f.227 -230 . Duncanson’s nephew, Donald, may have  
been contestin g  the  p rebend  w ith  Simpson since, when  
Duncanson ob ligated  him self fo r the annates of p ro v is io n  on 19 
F e b ru a ry  1535, he stated th a t he was su rro g ate  in  D onald ’s 
r ig h t  (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /3 ) .
454 Reg. Supp. 2218, f . l 5 - 1 5 v .
155c h a rte r  as canon of Monymusk in 1537. Duncanson made one
fu r th e r  a ttem p t to secure the  benefice in  the summer of the follow ing
year when he sought prov is ion , describ ing  F o rs y th  as an 'in t r u d e r ’
and Hay as an 'asserted  c le rk ’ , a common descrip tion  of any
opponent, b u t c le a rly  w ith o u t any success. Despite any ro y a l
in fluence w hich may have been exercised in  fa v o u r of Hay, who was a 
157royal s e c re ta ry , F o rsy th  re ta in ed  the prebend u n til Jan u ary  1546,
when Hay was g iven  ro ya l p resen ta tion  on F o rs y th ’s death , the see 
158being vacant. This was successful, and Hay was s till in
159possession in  1554. I t  is possible th a t John Hay is to be
id en tified  as David Beaton’s cousin of th a t name. The fa c t th a t the
ch u rch  was in  the  patronage of the archbishop of St. Andrew s m ight
lend some su p p o rt to th is  id en tifica tio n . O ther th an  th is  specu lative
i finlin k , th e re  is no evidence of the  involvem ent o f the  patron .
Duncanson’s most determ ined e ffo r t to obtain  one of the cath ed ra l 
prebends was made w ith  the  parsonage of Glasgow known as the  
prebend of Glasgow Primo, and represented  the  most su b stan tia l 
challenge to Scottish  contro l o f appointm ents to prebends made by 
any of the  p ro cu ra to rs . The motive behind Duncanson’s a c tiv itie s  
appears to have been to in g ra tia te  him self w ith  John Dominic de 
Cupis, bishop of Ostia and C ard inal of T ra n i, and a t th e  same time to 
secure possession of the  p reb en d  fo r his own fam ily . Duncanson had
155 Aber. R eg., ii, 112.
156 20 J u ly  1538 (Reg. Supp. 2301, f.65v -6 6 ).
157 James V LfiiteCiS, 233n.
158 4 Jan. (RSS. iii,  no. 1457).
159 Haws, Scottish Parish C le rg y . 184.
160 I.B.Cowan, 'The m edieval ch u rch  in  the  diocese of A berdeen. 
N o rth ern  Scotland , i (1972), 33.
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o rig in a lly  obtained the  parsonage in 1520, despite  the protests of th e
161dean and chapter. James V f ir s t  challenged th is  possession in
F e b ru a ry  1533, when he supported  David Beaton, who at th a t stage
162was try in g  to obta in  the  p reb en d  fo r his b ro th e r, George Beaton.
T h ere  is no sign th a t th is  had any e ffe c t, and i t  was not u n til 1536
th a t fu r th e r  action was taken  against Duncanson. On 27 May, D avid
Beaton himself sought prov is ion  to the p reb en d , said to be vacant by
the  death of his b ro th e r  in  the month of A pril. His subsequent
re q u es t fo r prorogation  of the provision  fo r  a year beyond the usual
6 months so th a t he could oust an in tru d e r  indicates th a t he was
163experiencing some d if f ic u lty  in estab lish ing  his claim. In  J a n u a ry
1538, Duncanson made th e  f ir s t  in the series  of moves designed to
im prove his own and his fa m ily ’s position, when he resigned the
prebend  in the hands of the pope, and th e  C ard inal of T ran i sought
1 64provision  to the benefice in commendam. The cardinal speed ily
y ie lded his r ig h t in  th e  benefice la te r th a t month and, along w ith
James A rd, who was Duncanson’s nephew, asked th a t James be
p ro v id ed , w hilst T ra n i re ta in ed  the f ru its  and the r ig h t of re g res s ,
165and other pensions w ere  also promised. Throughout th is  tim e,
Duncanson had been outlaw ed w ith in  Scotland, having been convicted
1 66of b a rra try  in 1529, and the c le rg y  of Glasgow had n ever accepted  
his claims to e ith e r th e  p reb en d  or the  p recen to rsh ip . La ter in  1538,
161 Bellenden, C h ron ic les . I I ,  430.
162 7 Feb. (James V L e tte rs . 236).
Reg. Supp. 2217, f,1 23 v -124; Petition  fo r  p rorogation , 24 Ju ly  
(Reg. Supp. 2227, f.101 ).
164 4 Jan. (Reg. Supp. 2269, f.62~62v ); 12 Jan. (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /7 5 ).
28 Jan. (Reg. Supp. 2272, f . l3 3 v -134v ); Provis ion  fo r Ard (Reg.
Vat. 1504, f. 15-17 ); Pensions to John Davidson and A lexander 
H arvey (Reg. Lat. 1680, f.343-345 , 345v -3 4 8 ).
Bellenden, C h ron ic les . I I ,  429-430.
194.
James V began to p u t p ressu re  on Duncanson, when he w rote to the
C ard inal of C arp i, ask ing  him to p re v e n t the transaction  a rran g e d  in
Jan u ary  from being completed, and p u ttin g  fo rw ard  the claims of
H enry S in c la ir, who had re c e n tly  become one of the lords of Session.
He said th a t T ra n i would n e ve r have acted in th is  way i f  he had
known Scots law  or Duncanson’s c h a ra c te r, and pointed out th a t the
card ina l was no t o b ta in ing  any fin a n c ia l benefit because the fru its  of
167the prebend w ere  not leav ing  Scotland. Given the background, i t
is not s u rp ris in g  th a t James expressed himself fo rc e fu lly  on
Duncanson’s a c tiv itie s . In  Novem ber 1538, while not classing him w ith
the  ’in s ig n ific a n t Scots, infamous and m alicious’, who b ro u g h t th e ir
countrym en in to  co u rt and ousted them or forced them to buy o ff
th e ir  opposition by pensions, James painted  a most u n fla tte r in g
p ic tu re  of Duncanson tra in in g  up  'a long troop of nephews fo r  whose
attacks on hapless beneficed men he has obtained the p ro tec tio n  of
the Cardinal o f T ra n i’. He asked P au l I I I  to persuade T ra n i to stop
168the  transaction  and to tra n s fe r  th e  prebend  to H enry S inc la ir.
S incla ir him self sought papal p ro v is io n  on 1 December, s ta tin g  th a t
he had a lre a d y  obtained the parsonage by o rd in a ry  or apostolic  
169a u th o rity . L a te r th a t month, th e  patience of the crown seems to
have been exhausted. John Duncanson was declared b a rra to r  by
decree of the council and was p u t to  th e  horn; his goods, and the
fru its , ren ts  te in d  sheaves and emoluments of Glasgow Primo w ere
1 70escheated, and James V assigned them to William L in lithgow .
1 67 5 Sept. (James V L e tte rs . 350); see a le t te r  of S ecre ta ry  E rsk in e  
to S ixtus Zucchellus, 1 M arch 1538 (James V L e tte rs . 344).
168 13 Nov. (James V L e tte rs . 353 -4 ); c o n cu rre n t le tte rs  to the  
card inals  of T ra n i and C arp i, James V L e tte rs . 354-5).
169 Reg. Supp. 2313, f.232v -233.
170 24 Dec. (RSS, ii, no.2806).
195.
171S in c la ir was also adm itted to the  p reb en d  on 18 December. The
b a ttle , how ever, continued w ith  p e titions  e a r ly  in  1539 from Andrew
Beaton, possib ly a re la tive  of David Beaton, on 16 Jan u ary , and from
172S in c la ir, who claimed on 22 M arch th a t James A rd  had resigned.
I t  appears  th a t S incla ir and the  k in g  may have tr ie d  to buy o ff A rd
w ith  the  g ra n t of the tre a s u re rs h ip  o f B rech in , b u t a p p a re n tly  th is
was not adequate , fo r on 1 A ugust, James was s till w r itin g  to the
C ard inal o f C arpi and C ard inal Ghinucci ask ing  them to su p p o rt
173S in c la ir ag a in st Duncanson. In  Septem ber, the  C ard inal of T ra n i
made his f i r s t  recorded response to James, expressing  a v e ry
d iffe re n t v iew  of Duncanson as a man of ven erab le  years , ch arac te r
and re lig ious  rep u te , ’u n iv e rs a lly  liked  a t the  c o u rt o f Rome w here
174he lives in  honourable estim ation . Follow ing a fu r th e r  p e titio n
from  H en ry  S incla ir fo r p rov is ion  to both the  p reb en d  o f Glasgow and
175the tre a s u re rs h ip  of B rechin, James made a w ith e rin g  re p ly  to
T ra n i’s su p p o rt fo r Duncanson in November 1539: "When the  card in a l
w rites  of ’association’ w ith  such a man, James takes  him to mean
v isu a l acquaintance w ith  an in fe r io r  ra th e r  th an  a d iscrim inating  
1 76in tim acy." James’s le tte rs  from  then  on became in c reas in g ly
s h o rt-tem p ered . He th rea ten ed  ’a new ta c k ’ in  a le t te r  to C ard inal
177G hinucci on 11 December, a lthough  th is  was unspecified ; on 31
^7  ^ Bellenden, Chronicles. I I ,  431, n.2.
^7  ^ Beaton (Reg. Supp. 2318, f .7 6 -7 6 v ); S in c la ir (Reg. Supp. 2353, 
v . l lO v - l l l ;  PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /9 3 -4 ) .
173 See S in c la ir ’s petition of 22 M arch and James V L e tte rs. 375-7.
^7^ 4 Sept. (James V L e tte rs . 377 -8 ).
175 7 Sept. (Reg. Supp. 2353, f.247 -248 ).
^7^ 8 Nov. (James V L e tte rs . 381-2 ); see also his le t te rs  to Paul I I I
and C ard inal Ghinucci (James V L e tte rs . 380 -1 ).
177 James V L etters , 384.
Ju ly  1540 he stated th a t he re g a rd e d  the  whole tran sac tio n  as a
d ire c t co n traven tio n  of ro y a l p r iv ile g e , a claim w hich i t  m ight have
178been d iff ic u lt  to prove; and tw ice claimed th a t T ra n i’s prov ision
179was in  b reach  of Scots law. A lthough S in c la ir does no t appear to
have had th e  same d ire c t s u p p o rt from  e ith e r M ary  o f Guise or the
earl o f A rra n  as from James V, he c le a rly  re ta in ed  possession of the
prebend . I t  was not u n til  1546, how ever, th a t James A rd  and the
C ard inal o f T ra n i f in a lly  accepted  th a t  the  p reb en d  w ould remain in
S in c la ir ’s hands, as the  f r u its  p ro b a b ly  had done since 1538. On 31
May, A rd  res igned  the  c an o n ry  in  fa v o u r o f S in c la ir, and the
C ard inal o f T ra n i also re s ig n e d  his rese rva tio n  of th e  fru its  and the  
180r ig h t  o f reg ress . S in c la ir  him self sent a fu r th e r  p e tition  fo r
181papal p rov is ion  la te r th a t summer. Duncanson had actu a lly  died
in  1544, and i t  seems lik e ly  th a t, w ith  the  in s tig a to r of a ll the  
tro u b le  gone, the im petus fo r  opposition to S in c la ir had also 
disappeared. In  an y  case, S in c la ir  re ta in ed  Glasgow Primo u n til 1550, 
when he res igned  i t  in fa v o u r  o f A lexander L auder, b u t re ta in ed  the  
l ife re n t of th e  fru its .  ^ 82
I t  is c lear th a t the challenge to local contro l o f appointm ents to  
cath ed ra l prebends from th e  S cottish  p ro cu ra to rs , using the  ru les  of 
rese rva tio n , was v e ry  rea l. A lthough th e y  had lim ited success in  
actu a lly  obta in ing  such benefices , th e y  had considerab le  success in  
fo rc in g  local nominees to lit ig a te  a t Rome and sometimes to pay a
^ 8 James V L e tte rs. 405-6.
14 Aug. 1540 (James V L e tte rs . 411); 14 A p ril 1541 (James V 
L e tte rs . 425).
A rd ’s res ig n atio n  (Reg. Supp. 2573, f .88v ); Resignation of 
re s e rv a tio n  of f ru its  b y  C ard in a l of T ra n i (Reg. Supp. 2573, 
f.89 ).
181 12 Aug. (Reg. Supp. 2581, f.2 21 -2 2 2 ).
182 Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 97.
pension to free  the p reb en d s  from such litigation . As the las t 
example illu s tra te s , even ro y a l power was not su ffic ien t to p re v e n t a 
determ ined p ro cu ra to r from  m aintain ing  a claim to one of these  
benefices o ver many years . The s ig n ificance  of the ac tiv ities  of the  
Scottish p ro cu rato rs  essen tia lly  lay  in  the exten t to w hich  
u n c e rta in ty  was created  and money was dra in ed  from  Scotland to  
f ig h t  these cases.
There were c lea rly  vario u s  routes  by which c lerks  were able to  
gain possession of p rebend s in  the S cottish  cathedra ls , none of 
which, i t  is c lear, w ere guaranteed  to b r in g  success. Once such  
possession was gained, how ever, i t  was not uncommon fo r p a rtic u la r  
benefices to be passed to o th e r members of the  same fam ily in  such a 
way as to become almost h e re d ita ry  possessions, a practice  which was 
not re s tric te d  to m ajor fam ilies. The motive behind th is  was 
presum ably to m aintain fam ily  con tro l and p rov ide  both status and  
revenue , and to do so in  such a way as to  avoid litig atio n ; in the  
la t te r  hope, how ever, fam ilies w ere sometimes disappointed.
In  some cases, the  p reb en d  was sim ply handed over by one
member of the fam ily  to ano ther. John Thornton, fo r example,
resigned the p rebend  of Advie and Cromdale in  the diocese of M oray
in  fa v o u r of his nephew, John T h o rn to n  ju n io r , who was g iven
possession by the  bishop. On 28 M arch 1540, the younger John
183sought a new provis ion  from  Paul I I I .  Thornton is said to have
assigned all dues from  A dvie  and Cromdale to his n a tu ra l son, H en ry ,
184and H e n ry ’s m other, Bessie Chalm er, in  1549. A lthough John
^88 Reg. Supp. 2370, f.279v -280; Repeated 14 Jan u ary  1543 (Reg.
Supp. 2492, f .23v —24).
184 Prot. Bk. Poliok. no. 168.
185T h o rn to n  ju n io r  was described as 'quondam 1 in  1549, an o ther
member of the  fam ily , James Thornton, held the prebend a t the
Reform ation and was a p p a re n tly  succeeded by a th ird  John  
1 fffiThorn to n . John T h o rn to n ’s position as p re ce n to r of M oray from
1540 u n til a fte r  the  Reform ation presum ably p ro v id ed  a c e rta in  
am ount of in fluence in  such appointm ents, w hich he used to his  
fa m ily ’s benefit.
In  some instances, th e  method adopted to secure the succession
w ith in  the fam ily  was th a t of the resignatio  cum pensioner nam ely a
res ig n atio n  to the in ten d ed  successor w hile re s e rv in g  all th e  f ru its
of the  prebend fo r  the  exis ting  holder. This was w hat happened to
the p rebend  of Moy in  the  diocese of M oray, held by H en ry  W hite,
p ro b ab ly  the  dean of B rech in , who died in  e a rly  1542. S evera l years
e a rlie r , in  Jan u ary  1537, how ever, he had res igned  the  prebend  and,
to g e th e r w ith  his nephew, John Nurche, sought prov is ion  fo r N urche,
w hile re s e rv in g  the  life re n t  of the fru its , emoluments and re tu rn s  to
H enry as an annual pension, together w ith  re se rv a tio n  of reg ress  if
187the  benefice should become vacant. This appears to have been
successful a lthough N urche only lived fo r two years  a fte r  his u n c le ’s 
death, w hereupon John T horn to n  asked fo r  p ro v is io n  on 20 F e b ru a ry  
1544.188
185 Inchcolm  C h rs .. 200.
186 Haws, Scottish Parish Clergy> 8.
187 23 Jan. (Reg. Supp. 2236, f.253-253v ).
^88 Reg. Supp. 2525, f.102. Although the parsonage of Croy and Moy 
are  tre a te d  as one p reb en d  by 23 Novem ber 1549 (Reg. Supp. 
2399, f.35v -3 6 ) , and again  on 4 May 1549 (Reg. Supp. 2662, 
f.lO v ), the p e titio n s  o f 1540 and 1544 suggest th a t Moy was 
s till qu ite  in d ep en d en t. I t  is not c lear w h e th er the m erger was 
eve r re a lly  e ffe c tiv e  (see Cowan, P arish es . 153).
199.
A second example of th is  p rocedu re  was the resignation  o f the
p reb en d  of A s h k irk  in the  diocese of Glasgow by Richard B othw ell.
On 31 May 1540, Bothwell resigned  and asked th a t the pope would
p ro v id e  his b ro th e r ’s son, William Bothw ell, who was then about tw e lve
years  old. The p e titio n , w hich was d u ly  g ran ted , also sought an
annual pension of a ll th e  fru its  and rese rv a tio n  of the r ig h t  of
189reg ress  if  William died or y ie lded  his r ig h t  in  the benefice. In
th e  event, R ichard Bothwell lived  u n til 1 Jan u ary  1549, so i t  was 
some time before William came in to  his in h eritan ce , and he d id  not 
e n jo y  the fru its  of the  prebend  fo r  long. By November 1552, he was 
dead and John Reid was g iven  ro ya l presentation  to the  v ac a n t 
p re b en d .^99
In  some such cases, the o rig in a l h o ld er specifically  re ta in e d  not
on ly  the fru its  and the  r ig h t  of reg ress , b u t also the t it le  o f canon
and his place in the  ch ap ter. A lthough th is  may have been th e  case
in  practice  in the examples ju s t quoted, p a rtic u la r ly  w here, as in  the
case of A sh k irk , the  new holder was s till  a child , th is  was not
form ally  stated. The p rebend  of Govan, w hich was tra n s fe rre d  w ith in
th e  Beaton fam ily in  1547 illu s tra te s  th e  re ten tion  of these more
extensive rig h ts  by the  o rig in a l holder. The benefice had been in
the  hands of W alter Beaton since a t least 1543, when the suggestion
had been made th a t he res ig n  in  fa v o u r o f his nephew, D av id , a
191suggestion which a p p a re n tly  came to n o th ing . In  A u gust 1547,
how ever, W alter res ig n ed  in  fa v o u r of James Beaton, an o th er o f his
189 Reg. Supp. 2379, f.194 -5 ; Provision (Reg. Lat. 1710, f.2 80 -2 8 1 v );
Reservation of f ru its  and reg ress  (Reg. Lat. 1711, f .7 1 -7 2 v ).
190 7 Nov. (RSS. iv , no. 1739). The see was said to be vacant, 
although in  fa c t James Beaton was consecrated e a rlie r  th a t  
year.
191 12 June (Reg. Supp. 2486, f.259v ).
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nephews, and they  asked fo r p ro v is io n  to  the  p reb en d  fo r  James and
re te n tio n  o f the  title  of canon, a seat in the  c h ap te r, a ll the lands,
fru its  and ren ts  along w ith  th e  r ig h t  of reg ress  fo r  Walter, and
192these req u ests  were du ly  g ra n te d . W alter, who was a n a tu ra l
b ro th e r o f C ard inal Beaton, ap p eared  as canon in  A p ril 1548, in line
193w ith  th e  arrangem ent. James, who was about nine a t the time of
the  p ro v is io n  in  commendam, was described as hold ing the prebend in
1941556, and died a t some time before 1561.
A nother of the Glasgow p reb en d s  s im ilarly  illu s tra te s  th is  method
of re te n tio n  of these benefices w ith in  a fam ily . On 6 May 1537,
Thomas Hay, a royal s ec re ta ry  d u rin g  the  1520s and dean of the
collegiate ch u rch  of Dunbar, res ig n ed  the parsonage of Renfrew in
the  hands of the pope, and asked th a t Paul would p ro v id e  George
Hay, his n a tu ra l b ro th er to th e  benefice, w hile seeking also th a t he
him self should re ta in  the t it le  of canon, his s ta ll, and voice in the
ch ap ter along w ith the f ru its  o f th e  parsonage and the  r ig h t of
195reg ress , and papal grants  w ere made acco rd in g ly . Three years
la te r, Thomas Hay asked fo r extin c tio n  of his t it le  as canon and
re te n tio n  of the seat in c h ap te r, though not his rese rv a tio n  of the  
196fru its . George Hay, a s e c re ta ry  to David Beaton, was d is tan tly
197re la ted  to the  card inal, and a senator of the  College of Justice. 1
192 28 Aug. (Reg. Supp. 2619, f,1 92 v -1 9 3 v ); P rovis ion  (Reg. Lat. 1778,
f .4 9 -5 1 ); Reservation to W alter (Reg. Lat. 1778, f .5 1 -5 3 ). The 
re le v a n t annates were prom ised on 30 December 1548 (PRO 
3 1 /9 -3 3 /2 4 5 -6 ).
193 ADCP. 574.
1 94 Haws, Scottish Parish C le rg y . 101.
■^9  ^ Reg. Supp. 2251, f.89; P rovis ion  (Reg. Lat. 1674, f.9 2 v -9 4 ).
George Hay sought p ro ro g a tio n  o f the prov is ion  fo r  a fu r th e r  6 
months on 26 May 1537 (Reg. Supp. 2261, f,188v ).
196 26 Feb. 1540 (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /9 7 ).
197 ADCP. 559. Sanderson, C ard in a l o f Scotland. 105.
The p reb en d  c e rta in ly  continued in  the fam ily , fo r  an A ndrew  Hay
held  th e  p reb en d  in  1556, and was parson and m in is ter th ro u g h  th e
1 QftR eform ation u n til a t least 1574.
A more complicated procedu re  than  both  o f these was also
adopted  to ensure  th a t a fam ily  reta ined  its  hold on a p a rtic u la r
p re b e n d , namely th a t o f retrocession, a p ro ced u re  illu s tra te d  e a r lie r
199in  th e  d ispu te  o ver th e  p recen to rsh ip  o f Glasgow. The device was 
p resu m ab ly  in tended  to g ive  ex tra  pro tection  to both members of th e  
fam ily , thoug h i t  is d if f ic u lt  to see w hy th is  should be so except 
in s o fa r as both could claim papal approval. I t  may have been fe lt  
th a t the  o rig in a l ho lder had weakened his position  by  res ig n in g  in  
th e  f i r s t  place and, if ,  fo r  example, i t  was lik e ly  th a t he would liv e  
fo r  a  considerable tim e, i t  would be safer fo r  him to be p ro v id ed  
again  w ith  access secured fo r  his expected successor. W hatever th e  
reason, i t  rem ains p u zz lin g  th a t p rebend aries  and th e ir  fam ilies w ere  
w illin g  to in c u r the  e x tra  expense of such procedu res .
This  device was successfu lly  adopted by th e  Bellenden fam ily  who  
used i t  w ith  the p re ce n to rs h ip  of Glasgow, in  o rd e r  also to secure  
the  parsonage of Lem lair in  the diocese o f Ross in  1542. On 24 
December 1541, John B ellenden resigned the p re b en d , and p e titio n  fo r  
p ro v is io n  was made on b eh a lf o f his s is te r’s son, R obert K incaid, who  
a t th e  time was ten  years  o ld .2^  Seven days la te r , how ever, R o b ert 
ceded his r ig h t  in  th e  benefice , and to g e th er th e y  asked th e  pope to  
p ro v id e  John Bellenden to  th e  parsonage, w h ile  re s e rv in g  th e  r ig h t
198 Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 206. For Thomas H ay’s re s ig n a tio n  
of an o th er Glasgow p reb en d , Eddleston, in  fa v o u r of his  
b ro th e r, George, see above.
See above, p. 150.
2 0 0  Reg. Supp. 2444, f.64v .
201of access to Robert K incaid, a re q u e s t which was g ran ted .
Bellenden died in  1548 and, on 21 M arch of th a t year, royaJ
presenta tion  was g iven to John K incaid, the see being reg ard ed  as 
202vacant. In  a la te r p e titio n  to the  pope in  Ju ly , seeking
prorogation  of the provision  fo r  a fu r th e r  six months, John was also
described as John B ellenden’s nephew  b y  his s is ter; th is  may re fle c t
e ith e r a confusion of names or a tra n s fe r  of r ig h t  from  one Kincaid
to an o th er, a tra n s fe r  fo r w hich th e re  is no o th e r evidence and
203which seems ra th e r  u n like ly . I f  the  in ten tio n  of the p rocedu re
was to dissuade potentia l lit ig a n ts , i t  was not to ta lly  successfuJ fo r,
on 7 November 1548, William C ranston p etitio n ed  fo r  prov is ion  to the
p reb en d .2^4 I t  was perhaps th is  im plied th re a t to the hold exercised
by the fam ily  on the parsonage w hich prom pted the  second royal
205presen ta tion  of John Kincaid th re e  days la te r. Kincaid him self
90fiasked fo r a new provision in F e b ru a ry  1549, and i t  was held a t 
the  Reform ation by H enry Kincaid so th a t it  is c lear th a t it  was
reta ined  successfully by re la tiv es  of the  Bellendens as was the
o rig in a l in te n tio n .2^
In  an o th er case of re trocess ion , a lth o u g h  the p rebend  was passed 
successfully  between two members of the  same fam ily , the success
2®  ^ 31 Dec. (Reg. Supp. 2454, f.290 -291 ); Provis ion  (Reg. Lat. 1732, 
f . l9 7 -1 9 8 v ); Reservation of access (Reg. Lat. 1729, f,100v -1 0 2 ). 
The annates of prov ision  and of rese rv a tio n  of access w ere  
promised on 1 June 1542 (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 3 8 -9 ).
202 RSS. iii, no.2687. David P an ite r was not ye t consecrated.
203 26 Ju ly  1548 (Reg. Supp. 2645, f . l5 9 v ).
204 Reg. Supp. 2648, f . l4 2 -1 4 2 v .
205 10 Nov. (RSS. iii, no.3014).
206 Reg. Supp. 2652, f . l9 1 -1 9 1 v .
2^^ Haws, Scottish Parish C le rg y . 158.
was re la t iv e ly  tra n s ie n t fo r th e  f ir s t  h o ld er died w ith in  tw o y ears  o f
re ce iv in g  th e  benefice and his successor res igned  w ith in  two y ea rs
of succeeding to it . The p rebend  o f Brechin know n as th e
pensionary  was resigned  by A lexander Seton on 5 A p r il 1536,- an d
John Seton asked fo r  papal p rov is ion , n o tw ith s tan d in g  his d e fe c t of 
208age. The cession back to A lexander took much lo n g er th an  in
most o th e r instances: i t  was not u n til 17 A p ril of the fo llow ing  y e a r
th a t John y ie lded his r ig h t in  the benefice and th e  two Setons
to g e th e r petitioned  fo r prov ision  fo r  A lexander to th e  p re b e n d ,
to g e th e r w ith  the r ig h t  of access i f  i t  should become v ac a n t b y  a n y  
209means. A lexander appears to have d ied in  Septem ber 1538, and
John th en  obtained possession, as in ten d ed . W ithin two y e a rs ,
how ever, he had resigned  the  benefice, th u s  beg inn in g  a d isp u te
210between David Bonar and Thomas Huchesoun.
A lthough these examples ind icate  the  scale of the  successfu l use
of th is  p a rtic u la r procedure , i t  was not always so e ffe c tiv e , as is
illu s tra te d  by  the tra n s fe rs  in vo lv in g  the  parsonage of In v e rk e ith n y ,
a prebend  of Moray. On 25 Septem ber 1547, John L o c kh art res ig n ed
the p reb en d  in th e  hands of the pope, and A ndrew  L o c k h a rt
211petitioned  fo r provision . On the fo llow ing day, how ever, A ndrew
ceded his r ig h t  in  the  benefice in fa v o u r o f John, who him self sought
provis ion  while re s e rv in g  regress  to the  benefice fo r  A ndrew  w hen
212the  p reb en d  became vacant. The in te n tio n  presum ably  was th a t
29  ^ Reg. Supp. 2210, f.271v -272. On 22 December, he sought
prorogation  fo r  a fu r th e r  six months (Reg. Supp. 2231, f . l2 9 v ).
209 Reg. Supp. 2264, f.349v -350; 20 A p ril 1537 (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /8 1 -2 ) .
2^9 11 A p ril 1540 (Reg. Supp. 2377, f.6 4 -6 4 v ); see also above, p . l 8 9 f f .
211 Reg. Supp. 2615, f.57.
2^2 26 Sept. (Reg. Supp. 2619, f . l5 v -1 6 ); Provision (Reg. Lat. 1789,
f.344v -347); R eservation  of regress  (Reg. Lat. 1789, f.3 4 2 -3 4 4 v ).
Andrew  would even tu a lly  succeed his kinsman. In  the even t,
how ever, John was s till in possession in 1557, and th e re  is no
evidence th a t Andrew ever did ob ta in  th e  prebend . I t  may be th a t
John L o ckh art lived  ra th e r  lo n g er th an  had o rig in a lly  been expected,
and indeed o u tlived  Andrew. W hatever th e  reason, the prebend was
held a t the  Reformation by Hugh C rag y , and i t  seems probable  th a t
213he succeeded John Lockh art d ire c tly .
The use of both resignations  in  favorem  and retrocessions to
re ta in  prebends w ith in  fam ilies did not alw ays go unchallenged. In
two cases in vo lv in g  the D unbar fam ily , o th e r claim ants sought to
u tilize  the o p p o rtu n ity  of the  res ig n atio n s  being made a t Rome to
press th e ir  own claims, a lth o u g h  in  the  even t, th e y  w ere both
unsuccessful. In  the f ir s t  of these, the  p rocedu re  is complicated by
the appearance of another h o lder between the two members of the
fam ily , a lthough it  would ap p ear th a t the  fam ily , in  th is  case the
Dunbars, ac tu a lly  m aintained th e ir  hold on the fru its  of the  p reb en d ,
th a t of M eth lick  in the diocese of A berdeen, th ro u g h o u t the e n tire
period concerned. In  June 1534, A lexander D unbar, who was also
dean of M oray, resigned the  p reb en d  in  fa v o u r of Thomas G aderar,
w h ils t re ta in in g  all the fru its  and re s e rv in g  the  r ig h t  of reg ress  if  i t  
214should fa ll vacant. This was p a r t  of a complicated tran sactio n  by
which P a tric k  D unbar also res ig n ed  the p rebend  of B anchory in
favo u r of A lexander. On 3 Novem ber, Thomas G aderar was g iven
215papal p rovis ion  to the parsonage. In  May of the  fo llow ing y ear,
John promised the annates of p rov is ion  and A ndrew  those of 
regress  on 8 Ju ly  (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /2 3 8 -9 ) .
213 Haws, Sco ttish Parish Clergy» 114.
214 29 June (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 2 /1 9 6 ).
21 Reg. Vat. 1455, f . 119— 120; Both G ad erar and D unbar promised  
annates on 20 Novem ber (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /2 ) .
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G aderar fe lt  th e  need to consolidate his position and sought papal
O - l f t
provision again . The cause of his concern was p ro b ab ly  a
challenge from  William B arclay, who sought provision  on 30 May,
s ta ting  th a t th e  p rebend  was void certo  modot and possib ly  by the
217resignation  of P a tr ic k  Dunbar. Th is  led to litig a tio n  in  th e  cu ria
218which G aderar sought to end in  a fu r th e r  petition  la te r th a t year.
This was c le a r ly  successful, fo r  he re ta ined  the can o n ry  u n til
2191547. The fo llow ing year, how ever, he resigned the  benefice in
favo u r of D avid  D unbar, w ith  access in  the  event of a vacancy  being
reserved  to A lexander D unbar, and a pension of about o n e -f if th  of
the fru its  on ly  rese rved  to G aderar, a transaction  w hich  was 
220successful. G iven the circum stances, i t  is possible th a t G aderar
was re la ted  to  th e  D unbars, b u t in  any even t i t  was th e  D unbar
fam ily who successfu lly  re ta in ed  the  fru its , or the bu lk  of thenij
221th ro u g h  these tra n s fe rs .
The second p reb en d , as noted above, was th a t o f B an ch o ry -
Devenick, also in  Aberdeen diocese. On the same day on which
Alexander Annand resigned the  p reb en d  of M ethlick in fa v o u r of
Thomas G aderar, P a tric k  Dunbar resigned  the canonry of B anchory in  
favo u r of A lexander D unbar, his n a tu ra l b ro th e r, w hile re ta in in g  a
216 May (Reg. Supp. 2190, f . l 6 v -1 7 ).
217 Reg. Supp. 2175, f.81v -82 .
218 22 Oct. (Reg. Supp. 2189, v .8 9 -8 9 v ).
219 Aber. R eg., ii, 319.
22^ 30 Aug. 1548 (Reg. Supp. 2642, f.215v -216; Provision (Reg. Lat. 
1778, f.2 69 -2 7 1 ); Pension to G aderar (Reg. Lat. 1778, f.3 21 v -  
323v ); D avid  D unbar promised th e  annates on 27 F e b ru a ry  1549 
(PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /2 4 8 ).
221 In  fa c t, th e  D unbars  cannot have subsequently  held i t  fo r  long.
In  1552, w hen Thomas B u rn e t, son of B urnet of Leys, was 
presen ted  to th e  p reb en d , he was succeeding Duncan B u rn e t.
12 M arch (RSS, iv , no .1546).
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l i fe - r e n t  of the  fru its  tog e th er w ith  the  r ig h t  of reg ress  i f  the
o o o
benefice became vacant. The challenge to A lexander D u n b ar’s
possession came in the sprin g  of 1535, when A ndrew  L o ckh art, on the
same day as G aderar was challenged by William B arclay, sought
p ro v is io n  to the p reb en d  of Banchory w hich  he claimed was vacant
223certo  modo o r by th e  resignation  of P a tric k  D unbar. A lexander
responded f ir s t  by  seeking a new pro v is io n  to the p rebend  a t the
same time and subsequently  following litig a tio n  in the cu ria , by a
224second petition  in  October 1535. The id en tica l tim ings of the
vario u s  stages of these two cases s tro n g ly  suggests th a t th e y  were  
almost c e rta in ly  being tre a ted  together by the  D unbar b ro th ers .
I t  was th ro u g h  procedures such as these th a t fam ilies  
endeavoured to secure a more lasting hold on cath ed ra l p rebends. 
Yet these procedures w ere not used by fam ilies alone. O thers, who 
w ere a p p are n tly  unconnected by b ir th , c le a rly  found it  w orthw h ile  to 
t r y  to secure succession to such benefices before  th e y  fe ll vacant. 
For the existing ho lder, the purpose of such a move may have been  
to  avoid the p o ss ib ility  of being sucked in to  litig a tio n  fo r  any  
reason. The in ten d in g  successor presum ably wished to secure a firm  
hold on the benefice and of course its  reven u es , possib ly to bypass  
the  leg itim ate patrons , and hopefu lly  by  th is  means to discourage  
o th e r litig a n ts  also.
30 June 1534 (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 2 /2 9 5 -2 9 6 ); P rovis ion  fo r  A lexander 
D unbar, 3 Nov. 1534 (Reg. Vat. 1456, f.6 4 -6 6 ); Pension and  
reg ress  fo r P a tric k  (Reg. Vat. 1455, f.111 -112 ); A lexander  
obliged him self fo r  the annates on 20 Novem ber (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 -  
2 ).
223 30 May (Reg. Supp. 2175, f.82).
224 30 May (Reg. Supp. 2190, f . l 6 V-1 7 ); 22 Oct. (Reg. Supp. 2189,
f .88- 88v ).
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The p re b e n d  of In c h m a g ra n n o c h , one o f th e  p re b e n d s  in  the
diocese o f D u n ke ld  w h ich  was m a in ta in ed  from  te m p o ra litie s , was
passed 0 1 1  from  Thomas B row n to R o b e rt M cN air by  a re tro c e s s io n
s im ila r to those d e s c rib e d  above . On 17 M arch  1542, B row n re s ig n e d
225th e  c a n o n ry  and  M cN air p e tit io n e d  fo r  p ro v is io n . F o u r days la te r ,
h o w ever, M cN air y ie ld e d  his r ig h t  in th e  p re b e n d  in  fa v o u r  o f B row n,
and  to g e th e r  th e y  so u g h t p ro v is io n  fo r  Thomas w ith  th e  r ig h t  o f
access to  the  c a n o n ry  being  re s e rv e d  to R o b e rt w h en  i t  n ex t fe ll
22(3
v a c a n t, re q u e s ts  w h ich  w e re  g ra n te d ." "  One y e a r  la te r ,  M cN air
p e tit io n e d  fo r  c o rre c tio n  of th e  f r u i ts ,  s ta t in g  th a t  he had o b ta in ed
227th e  p re b e n d  by re s ig n a tio n  o f Thomas B ro w n . 0  The b a c k g ro u n d  to
th is  is n o t c le a r , b u t i t  m ay be th a t  b y  th is  tim e he had in  fa c t  
succeeded to  th e  p re b e n d  as o r ig in a lly  in te n d e d . C e r ta in ly  th is
o b je c tiv e  had been ach ieved  by 1562, w hen R o b e rt M cN air was
728d escrib ed  as p re b e n d a ry .
The use o f th e  same p ro c e d u re  also e n ab led  th e  p arso n ag e  o f
B u tte rg il l  w ith in  th e  diocese o f B rech in  to  be s u c c e s s fu lly
t ra n s fe r re d . In  th is  case, once th e  p re b e n d  had been o b ta in e d  b y
th e  new canon, i t  d id  in  fa c t rem ain  in  th e  h an d s  o f h is fa m ily , th a t
o f A bercrom bie  o f A b ercro m b ie . John  M eld rum  re s ig n e d  th e  p re b e n d
a t  th e  end o f M ay 1541, and  Thomas A b erc ro m b ie  th en  asked  fo r  
229papal p ro v is io n ." " ' I t  was n o t u n t il  17 J u ly  th a t  th e  re tro c e s s io n
225 Reg. S upp . 2453, f .2 6 2 -2 6 2 v *
22  ^ 21 M ar. 1542 (Reg. S upp . 2457, f . 271—271 v ); P ro v is io n  (Reg. Lat.
1732, f . l2 8 -1 2 9 v ); R e s e rv a tio n  o f access (R eg. L a t. 1732, f . l 2 9 v -  
131).
227 .19 Jan. 1543 (Reg. S upp . 2474, f .3 7 -3 8 ) .
2ij9 9 Dec. 1562 (RM S. iv , no. 1697). He also held  th e  p a rso n ag e  of
Bona in  M oray (T h ird s  of B enefices , 214).
229 30 May (Reg. Supp. 2432, f . !3 4 -1 3 4 v ).
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took p lace, and Thomas was g ra n te d , in  add ition  to th e  r ig h t  o f
reg ress  i f  th e  benefice fe ll vacan t, an annual pension o f £20 Scots,
230re p re s e n tin g  about a q u a rte r o f the  fru its  o f the p re b en d . As
w ith  th e  p re b en d  o f Inchm agrannoch, a p e titio n  was made by  JThomas
Abercrom bie fo r  correction  of th e  f ru its  th re e  days la te r ; i t  seems
231most u n lik e ly  th a t Meldrum had resigned  again  in  th a t tim e. The
canonry  was e v e n tu a lly  obtained b y  Thomas Abercrom bie who held i t
232by 1556 a t th e  la tes t, when he w itnessed a c h a rte r  of th e  bishop.
By 1559, i t  had been handed on w ith in  the  fam ily , because R obert
Abercrom bie was presented  to th e  parsonage on 18 A u g u s t, a f te r  the
233death o f Thomas and was s till in  possession in  1567.
The p reb en d  of A yr in  th e  diocese of Glasgow was also
tra n s fe rre d  b y  th is  process of retrocession. David Gibson was g iven
royal p resen ta tio n  to the p reb en d , vacant *by re s ig n a tio n , incap ac ity
234or death* o f G ilb e rt Benyng, the  p rev ious  holder, on 6 Ju ly  1546. 
Three m onths la te r , on 9 O ctober, David him self sought papal
p rovis ion , G ilb e rt Benyng having  resigned  in  his fa v o u r, and claim ing
235th a t the  p reb en d  was in ro y a l patronage. On 13 O ctober,
how ever, David Gibson yielded his r ig h t  in  the  benefice in  fa v o u r of
239 Reg. Supp. 2434, f.95v -96v ; Provis ion  (Reg. Lat. 1723, f.5 8 -5 9 );  
R eservation  of regress and g ra n t of pension (Reg. L a t. 1724, 
f. 174-177); The annates o f p rov is ion  and re s e rv a tio n  w ere both  
p ro v id ed  on 18 March 1542 (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 3 6 -7 ).
231 21 M arch 1542 (Reg. Supp. 2464, f.295v -2 9 6 ).
232 B rech in  R eg., ii, 203.
233 RS.S, v , no.649; Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 33.
234 RSS, iii,  no. 1745. The p reb en d  was said to be a t ro y a l 
p resen ta tio n , and the see was not vacant. See n.219.
2 3 5 Reg. Supp. 2585, f.138. Six prebend s of th e  Chapel Royal w ere  
su p ported  from  the  fru its  o f A y r, in  ad d ition  to th is  p reb en d  
in  Glasgow C athedral (Cowan, P arishes, 12). This p reb en d  was 
p erhaps in  ro y a l patronage as a re s u lt o f th is  a rran g em en t.
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B enyng, and to g e th er they  asked fo r  provision to B enyng, w ith
reserva tio n  of th e  r ig h t of access to  th e  benefice how ever i t  fell
vacant fo r David, and this was g iven  p apal approva l, a p p a re n tly  w ith
9 MRthe  approva l of the earl of A rran . The prebend was in  Gibson’s
237possession by 1552, when he was d escrib ed  as parson of A y r , and 
he re ta in ed  i t  u n til about 1566 w hen he was th e  'deceased  
p re b e n d a ry ’. 238
This device of retrocession, a lth o u g h  used on several occasions,
was not the on ly  means by which a p reb en d  was tra n s fe rre d  w ithout
a vacancy o ccu rrin g . As has been shown to happen w ith in  fam ilies,
another method was simply fo r the h o ld er to resign  the t it le  to the
prebend in fa v o u r of his proposed successor, bu t to re ta in  the  fru its
of the benefice. The prebend of M oneydie in the church  of Dunkeld
was tra n s fe rre d  in th is  manner from  A lexander Douglas to Michael
W alker in 1538. The reason fo r ad o p tin g  th is  course of action was
presum ably to th w a rt potentia l lit ig a tio n  o ver the p reb en d , a th re a t
w hich in th is  case was p robab ly  v e ry  rea l. A lexander had been
paying an annual pension of 40 rnerks Scots on the f ru its  of the
prebend to John Duncanson; on 30 June 1536, th is  was tra n s fe rre d  to
239Duncanson s nephew, James A rd , and th ey  may have posed a 
th re a t to any in ten tio n  to ensure the  succession of a local candidate. 
On 24 June 1538, Douglas resigned th e  parsonage and, to g e th e r w ith  
Michael W alker, petitioned th a t the  pope would p rovide  M ichael, while  
rese rv in g  a ll the  fru its  fo r A lexander fo r  life , along w ith  th e  r ig h t  of
236 Reg. Supp. 2588, f .68v ; P rovision (Reg. Vat. 1655, f .H 9 -1 2 0 v ).
237 30 June 1552 (RSS. iv , no.1640).
238 Haws, Scottish  Parish C le rg y . 18.
239 Reg. Supp. 2215, f.257-257v ; Reg. Lat. 1663, f.9 2 -95 v .
reg ress  in the even t of th e  benefice fa llin g  vacan t.24^ By 1550, the
prebend was held b y  W alker, who re ta in e d  possession a t the  
241Reformation*
The prebend of P h ilo rth  in  Aberdeen cath ed ra l was resigned  in
the  same way by  John Leich , when James Menzies obtained p ro v is io n
242to the canonry on 2 December 1535. Leich himself successfu lly
sought a life -p en s io n  of a ll the  fru its  of the  canonry to g e th er w ith
243the  r ig h t  of regress  on the  same day.
Appointments to th e  cath ed ra l p reb en d s, as to the  lesser 
dign ities , were su b ject to a range of p o te n tia lly  conflic ting  r ig h ts .  
In  the  f ir s t  place, the ru les  of rese rva tio n  re la tin g  both to the  death  
of holders in specified months and to vacancies created  by  
resignations provided considerab le  scope fo r  appointm ents to be 
taken  to Rome. Some of these w ere made w ith o u t encountering  an y  
opposition, but many of th e  petitions re fle c t disputes e ith e r w ith in  
Scotland its e lf o r between Scots a t Rome and those re s id e n t in  
Scotland. The a c tiv itie s  o f the Scottish  p ro cu ra to rs  in challeng ing  
local claimants and thus c rea tin g  litig a tio n  was quite su b stan tia l. 
T h e ir readiness to do so must have increased by th e ir  success on 
several occasions in  obta in ing  benefices o r, as a consolation, pensions
24  ^ Reg. Supp. 2298, f .6 0 -6 0 v ; R eservation  o f fru its  and r ig h ts  of 
regress (Reg. Lat. 1686, f.250 -251v ).
241 M.J.Yellowlees, ‘The ecclesiastical estab lishm ent of the diocese of 
D unkeld ’, 80.
242 Reg. Supp. 2195, f.2 28 -2 2 8 v ; P rovis ion  (Reg. Lat. 1638, f . l0 4 -1 0 5 v );
Annates of p rov is ion  promised (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 4 -1 5 ).
Reg. Supp. 2197, f. 187; Pension and reg ress  (Reg. Lat. 1636, 
f.245-246v ); Leich obliged him self fo r th e  annates of the  
reservation  of the  f ru its  and reg ress  (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 3 -1 4 ).
from th e  successful litig an t; however, fa ilu re  was a t least as common, 
in d ica tin g  th e  s tre n g th  of the local opposition.
W ithin Scotland, the  cro w n ’s r ig h ts  o f patronage to benefices in  
ecclesiastical patronage d u rin g  episcopal vacancies enabled i t  also to  
play  a su b stan tia l ro le. I t  is c lear how ever th a t the crown was also 
p re p are d  to in te rv e n e  w here i t  had no such r ig h t: crow n
appointm ents and in te rv e n tio n  appear to have been d ic tated  p a r t ly
by p rin c ip le  and p a r t ly  by convenience, in o rd e r to s u p p o rt a 
p a rtic u la r  in d iv id u a l or to counter the in fluence  of o th er in te re s te d  
parties .
In  com parison w ith  the  extensive exercise of these r ig h ts , 
evidence fo r  the  active  in te re s t of the  re g u la r  patrons in  p reb en d a l 
appointm ents is perhaps s u rp ris in g ly  much less firm . Among th e
re la tiv e ly  few lay patrons, only the Hays of E rro l can be found
e xp lic itly  m aking an appointm ent to a prebend in th e ir  p a tronage. 
Amongst the much g re a te r num ber of prebends in episcopal 
patronage, only in  the diocese of Moray u n d er the H epburn  fam ily  is 
th e re  c lear evidence of appointm ents made by bishops. No doubt
o th er appointm ents w ere made a t episcopal in s tig a tio n  b u t 
docum entary evidence of th is  from these records  a t least is lack in g . 
In  c o n tras t w ith  th is , th e re  is ra th e r  g re a te r evidence fo r  the  
in fluence  of m ajor fam ilies in  determ in ing  appointm ents to p reb en d s  
in th e ir  locality .
Both papal r ig h ts  of rese rva tio n  and ro ya l r ig h ts  of p resen ta tio n  
could and did re s u lt in  unchallenged appointm ents to prebend s. A t 
the same time, as has been shown, appointm ents in s tig a ted  b y  both  
these means could also re s u lt in  len g th y  disputes. S everal o f these  
arose from  the co n flic t between these r ig h ts  as w hen, fo r example, a
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vacancy occurred  in  a reserved  month when the see was also vacant 
and in consequence a crown nom ination was challenged by a petition  
to Rome. No conclusion as to the dominance of one r ig h t  over the  
o th er can be draw n from these examples: the success or fa ilu re  of 
candidates appears to have re la ted  more to  the s tre n g th  of in d iv id u a l 
claims th an  to an y  o ther cause.
The exercise of these r ig h ts  and th e  in te rp la y  between them are  
not the only  fea tu re s  illu s tra ted  by these  appointm ents to prebends. 
They also ind ica te  im portant p a tte rn s  of b enefice -ho ld ing , and in 
p a rtic u la r  both the  extent to which benefices were passed from one 
holder to an o th er and also the ways in  w hich such tra n s fe rs  were  
affec ted . The securing of the succession most commonly took place 
w ith in  fam ilies to such a degree th a t  i t  would appear th a t, a t least 
fo r  a perio d , certa in  prebends alm ost became the p ro p e rty  of 
p a rtic u la r  fam ilies, which were not necessarily  of local provenance or 
of s ig n ifican t secular power. The T horn to ns, whose ‘po w er-b ase ’ 
w ith in  Scotland was in the diocese o f M oray, secured the  succession 
to the p reb en d  of Advie and Crom dale. The m ajor ecclesiastical 
fam ily w ith in  Scotland, the Beatons, re ta in e d  the parsonage of Govan 
in  the same way. The Bellendens, who had secured some royal 
favo u r th ro u g h  lite ra ry  means b u t w ere otherw ise not a fam ily of 
g reat s ign ificance, kep t possession of th e  prebend of Lem lair. These 
th ree  examples also illu s tra te  the  d if fe re n t  methods used to e ffec t 
such a tra n s fe r . The Thornton succession was achieved b y  a simple 
resignation  in  fa v o u r of the new incum bent; when W alter Beaton 
resigned in  fa v o u r of his nephew, D av id , he neverthe less  reta ined  
the t it le  o f canon and his voice in  th e  ch ap ter as w ell as the  fru its  
and, by th a t means, e ffec tive  possession fo r  the immediate fu tu re ; 
and John B ellenden’s means of secu rin g  succession fo r  R obert Kincaid
in vo lved  successive resignations f ir s t  by h im self and th en  by Robert 
back in  his favo u r, which essentia lly  re s to re d  the status quo but 
gave Kincaid a strong claim to the tit le  fo r  th e  fu tu re . These second 
two methods of tra n s fe r , as well as possib ly  p ro v id in g  g re a te r  
s e c u rity  fo r  both the  actual and p o te n tia l ho lders, may well have  
been more ap p ro p ria te  in  cases w here th e  in ten d ed  new holder was 
re la t iv e ly  young, as was c e rta in ly  the case fo r  example w ith  both the  
yo u n g er Beaton and Kincaid. The idea of secu rin g  the succession to 
a benefice by such methods was not how ever confined exclusively  
w ith in  families. I t  is c lear from  these reco rd s  th a t th e y  were also 
used w ith  considerable frequency to secure tra n s fe rs  between  
in d iv id u a ls  who w ere not a p p a re n tly  re la te d  b u t who wished to  
secure a peaceful succession. This device did not necessarily  secure  
u n tro u b led  succession. The v e ry  process of res ignation  could open 
the  door to o ther claimants. The evidence of th e  cathedra l prebends, 
how ever, is th a t the tra n s fe rs  w ere lik e ly  to w ithstand  such 
challenges.
The conditions which produced, as a re s u lt of the exercise and  
in te rp la y  of various r ig h ts , these p a tte rn s  of appointm ent to  
cath ed ra l prebends, g en era tin g  litig a tio n  on a considerable scale in  
the process, and these ch arac te ris tics  o f te n u re  and succession in  
such benefices also applied  to the la rg e s t g roup  of benefices, the  
p a ris h  churches. An examination of these churches  w ill ind icate  the  
exten t to which the same p a tte rn s  o ccu rred  as a re s u lt a t th is  low er 
leve l of the church.
214.
CHAPTER 6 
THE PARISH CHURCHES
The v a r ie ty  of d iffe re n t, and p o te n tia lly  co n flic tin g , r ig h ts  which  
help ed  to  determ ine many appointm ents to  ca th ed ra l d ign ities  and  
p re b en d s  applied in  much the  same w ay to  paroch ia l benefices. 
H ow ever, th e  g re a t increase in  the  num ber o f benefices availab le  to  
churchm en w ith in  the p a rish  s tru c tu re  also m ultip lied  th e  num ber of 
p a tro n s  and the scope fo r  challeng ing  th e ir  r ig h ts  from vario u s  
q u a rte rs . Such a s ituation  makes i t  d es irab le  in  th is  instance to s ta r t  
b y  exam ining in te rn a l Scottish  in te res ts  b efore  proceeding to assess the  
im pact o f papal r ig h ts  on appointm ents to p a ris h  churches.
The crown was its e lf p a tro n  of a small num ber of parishes, most 
of them  in  the  West H ighlands and, among th e  many ro ya l p resentations  
to  parsonages d u rin g  th is  perio d , a re  severa l to these churches. While 
A rra n  was g overno r, fo r  example, Robert Ham ilton, son of James Hamilton  
of S tenhouse, was p resen ted  to the parsonage of Rannoch when it  
became vacan t in  1549 on th e  death of R obert Menzies.^ The Hamilton  
fam ily  re ta in ed  the church  th ro u g h  the  m id-1550s, though not th ro u g h  
th e  Reform ation. While the  p resen ta tion  of R obert Hamilton presum ably  
re p re s e n ts  an a ttem pt to b e n e fit the  Hamilton fam ily , no such m otive can  
be a ttr ib u te d  to the  p resenta tion  of S ir C harles McLean to  th e  
parsonage of K illin tag  in June 1542. Six years  la te r , James W alker was 
id e n tif ie d  as re c to r i f  K illin tag  when he was p resen ted  to an o th er
 ^ 31 May 1549 (RSS. iv , no.276).
2
RSS iv , no.3006; Following the  Reform ation, th e  ch u rch  was in  the  
hands of the  Menzies fam ily  who w ere  th e  la ird s  o f Weem (Haws, 
Scottish Parish C le rg y . 203).
3  27 June (RSS. ii, no.4719).
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benefice  in  1557, so i t  is u n c lea r how long, or even w hether, McLean
a c tu a lly  held the parish  ch u rch .^
The same can be said o f several o th e r appointm ents to such
parishes . No connection is  know n, fo r  example, between the  Hamiltons
and A rch iba ld  M cG illvray, who was p resen ted  to th e  parsonage of K ilm uir
in  T ro tte rn is h , one of the  tw e lve  parishes of S kye in  1547, when i t  was
5
dem itted  b y  Roderick McLean, e lec t Of the Isles. For no clear reason,
th e re  a re  two fu r th e r  p resen ta tio n s  of M cG illvray  to the  church  b y  the
crow n in  1552 and 1554, in  each case g iv in g  th e  same cause o f 
fivoidance. A lthough th e  f i r s t  p resen ta tio n  in  1547 explained th e  
appointm ent on the  grounds o f the  see being vacant, the la te r ones 
c o rre c tly  described the c h u rch  as being in  ro y a l patronage. How long  
M cG illvray  re ta ined  the c h u rc h  is unknown: b y  1557, i t  was held b y
7
D avid Lawson.
Much e a rlie r, James V had s im ila rly  p resen ted  a c le rk  of whom
n oth ing  else is known to a n o th e r ch u rch  in  ro y a l patronage. S ir John
o
Donaldson was g ranted  th e  parsonage of K n o yd art on 2 Ju ly  1536, 
a lthough  again i t  is not know n how long th e re a fte r  he held the ch u rch . 
A fu r th e r  presentation  of th is  k in d  took place 2 years  la te r , when John  
McGauchane was presented  to th e  parsonage o f K ilb lane in  the  diocese o f 
A rg y ll on 25 Septem ber 1538. In  th is  case, local in te res ts  may have  
been a t  w ork, fo r  the  McGauchane fam ily  held  land  in  the  parish  as a  
^ 26 Nov.1548 (RSS. iii, no.3031).
® 22 Feb. (RSS, iii» no.2164). L a te r  th a t y ea r, M cG illvray  was g ran ted  a ll 
the  goods belonging to  Thomas Spottisw ood, s e rv ito r  to R obert, 
elect of Caithness, w hen Spottiswood was escheated fo r  being in  
England w ithout ro y a l licence (2 Aug. 1547 (RSS. iii,  no.2358).
6 14 Dec.1552 (RSS, iv , no.1828); 24 A p ril 1554 (RSS. iv , no.2737).
7 Haws, Scottish Parish Clergy, 132.
8 RSS, ii, no.2074.
9 RSS. ii, no.2724.
re s u lt  o f g ra n ts  made by James I V . ^  S h o rtly  before  James V ’s death ,
S ir F ingon McMillan was g iven  ro y a l presentation  to an o th e r church  in
crown p a tro n ag e , the parsonage o f Benbecula, when A rch ib a ld  M cG illvray
dem itted th e  benefice. ^
A ll these  churches w ere  in  rem oter p a rts  o f th e  c o u n try , a ll b u t
one being  in  th e  West H ighland dioceses. I t  is, p e rh ap s , not s u rp ris in g
th e re fo re  th a t  the  crown did not always choose to exerc ise  its  r ig h ts  to
patronage. T h ere  are  two id e n tif ie d  cases w here p re se n ta tio n  was said
to have devo lved  to the c u ria  as a re s u lt p resum ably  of delay in
p resen ta tio n : in  each case, th e  same p e titio n e r, John Pierson, was
invo lved . On 19 M arch 1540, P ierson sought p ro v is io n  to  the  parsonage
12of Glenelg to g e th e r w ith  th e  parsonage of M ig in ish in  S kye . In  th is
p e titio n , he mentioned an in tru s io n  by an o th er cand idate  fo r  th e
benefice b u t w ith o u t naming th e  in d iv id u a l. T h ere  is , in  fac t, no 
fu r th e r  evidence as to who su b seq u en tly  held e ith e r  o f these benefices, 
so the  outcome of these req u ests  is , in  the fin a l an alys is , un certa in .
The parsonage of Eassie, a parish  in  the  diocese of St. Andrew s  
in n o rth  A ngus, was a v e ry  d iffe re n t benefice from  th e  o th e r churches  
in ro ya l p a tro n ag e  in  th a t i t  was located in the  most c e n tra l of a ll th e  
Scottish dioceses. For th is  reason, g re a te r ro ya l in te re s t  m ight have  
been expected in  an appointm ent to  the  parsonage. In  th e  even t, th e re  
was no in d ica tio n  of such in te re s t when Andrew  Beaton was appointed to  
the benefice  in  1539, and th e  main in fluence was c le a r ly  his cousin, 
C ardinal Beaton. A ndrew  f i r s t  sought a new p ro v is io n  to  the  benefice  
on 2 Septem ber 1539, s ta tin g  th a t he had a lre a d y  obta ined th e
parsonage b y  o rd in a ry  a u th o r ity , b u t th a t his r ig h t  to i t  was doubted
10 Qrigines ParQchialss Scotiae* ii* 10.
11 17 Sept. 1542 (RSS. ii, no.4880).
12 Reg. Supp. 2368, f . l2 4 -1 2 4 v .
11b y  some. Two months la te r , C ard inal Beaton w rote  to his sec re ta ry ,
A n d rew  O liphant, then  in  Rome, say ing  th a t he had bestowed the
parsonage on his cousin, b u t th a t he had also heard th a t John
S an q u h ar, the p revious incum bent, had re s ig n e d  the  parsonage before
his death in  fa v o u r of James S anquhar. Beaton asked O lip h an t to
ascerta in  i f  th is  recogn ition  was adm itted b efore  2 Ju ly , when John had
died. In  fa c t the  le t te r  was in te rcep ted  b y  th e  English a u th o ritie s , so
i t  is  d o u b tfu l w h eth er i t  eve r reached O lip h a n t.^  A ndrew  Beaton
petitio n ed  fo r  a new p ro v is io n  n early  f iv e  years  la te r, s ta tin g  th a t  the
C ard in a l had g ran ted  i t  to  him by apostolic  in d u lt, b u t th a t some
15doubted th is  presenta tion . This case ra ises  an in te res tin g  p o in t since,
i f  a ll the  facts as stated b y  the C ard inal a re  c o rrec t, i t  is u n c lea r why
he should have exercised powers u n d e r in d u lt . Beaton’s 1539 in d u lt  did
not cover benefices in  ro y a l patronage. His in d u lt  as legate  a la te re
was issued in  Jan u ary  1544, presum ably a f te r  A ndrew  Beaton’s o rig in a l 
1 fiappointm ent. A ndrew  Beaton’s p e titio n  how ever described S an q u h ar’s
death  as ta k in g  place in  June ra th e r  th an  Ju ly . In  any case, A ndrew
Beaton’s possession was no t e n tire ly  unchallenged  because in  Septem ber
1544 the  ub iquitous John Duncanson claimed th a t he had obta ined  the
parsonage by reg ress  from  the  previous  incum bent and he now w ished
to res ig n  i t  in  fa v o u r of John G ray, v ic a r  o f T a rb a t. Gray sought papal
p rov is ion  to the ch u rch  and , a few  months la te r , asked fo r  p ro ro g atio n
17of his provision  in  o rd e r to oust his opponent. This
13 Reg. Supp. 2344, f.297v -298 .
16 Nov. 1539 (James V L e tte rs . 383). The le t te r  su rv ives  in  th e  
English State Papers.
12 Ju ly  1544 (Reg. Supp. 2525, f . l0 2 v ).
16 Sanderson, C ard inal o f S cotland. 108,195.
3 Sept. (Reg. Supp. 2521, f .67: PRO 3 1 /9 —33/173—4); p e titio n  fo r  
prorogation , 15 Jan. 1545 (Reg. Supp. 2530, f.1 8 ).
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a tte m p t from  Rome to th w a rt th e  C ard in a l’s w ishes, how ever, met w ith  no
success. In d eed , when in  1547, the crown did su b seq u en tly  become
in v o lv e d  in  m aking an appointm ent to th is  parsonage in  its  p atro n ag e, i t
was to  p re s e n t John Beaton, son of John Beaton o f B a lfour, to  the
18c h u rc h  fo llow ing his kinsm an’s death.
The crown obtained th e  patronage to a num ber o f o th e r p a rish
churches  in  the  w estern  isles th ro u g h  the fo r fe itu re  o f th e  Lord  o f the
Is les  in  1493. One such was the  parsonage o f K ilarro w  in  Is la y , to
w hich James V p resented  Charles McLean in  1538 w hen i t  became vacan t
19fo llow ing  the  death o r demission of P a tric k  Roge. This was
uncha llenged , and McLean was s till in possession of th e  c h u rch  in  
201573. The parsonage o f H a rris  was another c h u rc h  w hich  came in to
th e  c ro w n ’s hands a fte r  1493. There  is some confusion about who held
th is  benefice  in  1540. In  M arch of th a t y e a r, F in la y  John res ig n ed  the
parsonage in  the  hands o f the  Pope, and John P ierson sought p ro v is io n
21to  i t  despite  defect o f b ir th . However, two years  la te r , F in lay
Torm otson was g iven ro y a l p resen ta tion  to the  parsonage, when i t  was
22said to  be vacan t by th e  death of A lexander McLeod. I t  was th is  
appoin tm ent w hich was successful, fo r  Torm otson re ta in e d  th e  ch u rch  
u n til s h o rtly  before 1 May 1564.33
The parsonage of Kilchoman, another o f th e  Is la y  churches , also 
came in to  crown patronage b y  the  1493 fo r fe itu re . The p ic tu re  o f
18 31 Aug. (RSS, i i i ,  no.2415). John Beaton of B a lfo u r was th e  c a rd in a l’s 
nephew.
19 24 Aug. (RSS, ii, no.2687).
90 Haws, Scottish  Parish C le rg y . 119).
2  ^ 12 M arch (Reg. Supp. 2368, f.73 ).
22 12 Nov. 1542 (RSS, ii ,  no.4976).
23 Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 105.
appointments during the 1540s suggests both some element of
u n c e rta in ty  w ith in  th e  governm ent and a measure o f opposition to the
appointm ents made by the  crown. In  Ju ly  1542, James May was
p resen ted  b y  th e  crown to  th e  parsonage, when i t  was said  to be void
24b y  death o f A rch ibald  M cC arbry. In  the  sp rin g  of 1543, however,
R oderick F e rq u h a rd i petitioned  fo r  p ro v is io n  to the c h u rch , s ta ting  th a t
th e  vacancy had arisen  b y  the  death  of Donald M acduff. He claimed
th a t any p rov is ion  to A rch ib a ld  M cC arbry  was vo id  on grounds of 
25in cap ac ity . Nothing fu r th e r  came o f th is . On the  o th e r hand, fu r th e r  
p resen ta tions  to  th e  parsonage w ere  made b y  the crown. F irs t ly , Ninian  
M cVicar was p resen ted , when th e  benefice  was said to  be vo id  by the
Of?
in h a b ility , res ig n atio n  o r death o f James May, in  June 1543. Three
years  la te r , on 6 M arch 1546, A lexander M cAlestir was g iven  presentation
27to th e  ch u rch , follow ing the  re s ig n a tio n  of N inian M cVicar. Just over
a y e a r la te r , a  fu r th e r  crow n p resen ta tio n  suggested th a t  James May
had re ta in ed  possession th ro u g h o u t th is  period , fo r  th e  vacancy  which
led to  the p resen ta tio n  of A rch iba ld  M cG illvray  was said to  be caused by  
28M ay’s in cap ac ity . W hatever happened d u rin g  these fo u r  years , the
s ituation  s tab ilized  w ith  M cG illv ray ’s appointm ent, fo r  he re ta in ed  the
29parsonage a t least u n til 1553.
The m ajor o p p o rtu n ities  fo r  ro y a l patronage, how ever, came not 
from  parishes w hich w ere a lre a d y  in  its  patronage, b u t ra th e r  from the
24 1 J u ly  (ESS, ii, no.4739).
25 4 A p ril (Reg. Supp. 2486, f.258v ).
26 20 June (RSS. iii,  no.329).
27 ESS, iii, no. 1578.
28 8 A ug.1547 (ESS, iii, no.2370).
29 Haws, Scottish Par is h . Clergy, 122.
re la t iv e ly  long vacancies in  b ish o p rics  d u rin g  w hich  benefices in  
ecclesiastical patronage became ava ilab le  fo r  p resen ta tio n  b y  th e  crown. 
Not on ly  did these r ig h ts  b rin g  in  a much la rg e r  num ber o f parochial 
benefices to  ro ya l patronage; th e y  w ere  also spread not ju s t  across the  
rem oter dioceses b u t th ro u g h o u t th e  whole o f Scotland. The m a jo rity  of 
crow n presentations d u rin g  th is  p erio d  arose from  the exercise o f th is  
r ig h t.
There  are  a t least two examples o f th is  from  the  diocese of Ross.
The p e rp e tu a l v icarage  of K iltearn , th e  parsonage of w hich was a
30p reb en d  in  the  cath ed ra l, changed hands severa l tim es in  th is  way.
On John G ard in e r’s death in  1539, John A uchin leck was p resen ted  to  the
31v icarag e  on 27 A p ril. His te n u re  was b ro u g h t to an end by  his 
invo lvem ent in the  m urder o f Beaton in  1546. The v ica rag e  was declared
void  b y  his in h a b ility , and the crow n p resen ted  James Hamilton, son of
32James Hamilton of In n e rw ic k , to th e  benefice  in  A ugust o f th a t year.
Late the  fo llow ing yea r, ano ther p resen ta tio n  was made of Launcelot
Hamilton, an o th er son of Hamilton of In n e rw ic k , and he was also g ran ted
33the  escheat o f A uch in leck ’s goods and emoluments. ■ These
appointm ents re fle c t th e  policy of th e  Hamiltons of exerc is ing  patronage  
in  fa v o u r o f members of th e ir  fam ily . N e ith er o f the  two Hamiltons 
appears to have served the v icarag e , since William M unro was cu ra te  in
Q A
1546, and the  benefice le f t  the  hands o f the  fam ily  in  A p ril 1550, when  
Launcelot was said to have resigned  i t  and  S ir  John S id es e rf was g iven
30 Cowan, P arishes. 109.
31 ESS, ii, no.3004.
32 22 Aug. (ESS, iii, no. 1857). A u ck lin leck  was g iven  rem ission in  1548 
fo r  his p a r t  in  th e  m urder (O rig ines  Parochiales Scotiae . ii, 477 -8 ).
33 19 Dec.1547 (ESS, ii i,  no .2566-7).
34 Haws, S co ttish  Parish  C lergy , 134.
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ro y a l presentation  to  th e  v icarag e , successfu lly  re ta in in g  i t  fo r  
seventeen  years .3^
The o ther benefice in  the  diocese o f Ross to  which appointm ents  
w ere  made by crown p resen ta tio n  was th e  perp etu a l v ic a rag e  o f
op
Rosem arkie, whose p atro n ag e  lay  w ith  the  d ig n ita rie s  of the ca th ed ra l.
In  F e b ru a ry  1546, S ir  Thomas Stevenson was presented  to the  c h u rc h
37fo llow ing  its  voidance by  th e  death  or res ig n a tio n  of Thomas G ray. He
him self held i t  fo r l it t le  more th an  th re e  y ea rs , resign ing  i t  on 12 May
1549, to be succeeded b y  George D unbar, an appointm ent also made b y
ro y a l p resentation , and one w hich was lo n g e r-liv e d  in  th a t he re ta in e d
38th e  v icarage  u n til about 1571.
The pensionary v ic a ra g e  o f Rothesay in  the diocese of the  Is les ,
39a  c h u rch  annexed to th e  colleg iate  ch u rch  o f R esta lrig , p rov ides  an  
example of the exercise o f crow n r ig h ts  sede va.ca.nte from th a t diocese. 
M aster Andrew  Hamilton was appointed to th e  benefice on 27 A p ril 1548 
in  two separate p resen ta tio n s , in  the  f i r s t  o f w hich, the v ica rag e  was 
said to be vacant by th e  death  o f S ir A lexander B allantyne, and in  th e  
second by  the death o f S ir  W alter T u rn b u U .49
The diocese of D unke ld  prov ides  a t leas t one example o f a ro y a l 
presen ta tio n  of th is  k in d . S ir James Chalmers was presented  to  th e  
pensionary  v icarage o f R osyth in  F e b ru a ry  1549 when i t  became v a c a n t
35 27 A p ril (ESS, iv , no.648); Haws, Scottish  P arish  C le rg y . 134).
36 Cowan, Parishes, 172.
37 19 Feb. (ESS, iii, no.1564).
qo
RSS. iv , no.245; Haws, S cottish  Parish C le rg y . 209.
39 Cowan, Parishes, 174.
49 RSS. iii, no.2744; RSS. iii, no.2743.
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as a re s u lt  o f the  res ig n a tio n  of Andrew  Mason.4  ^ Chalmers re ta in e d
42th e  benefice  successfu lly  u n til  some time before 1588.
Not s u rp ris in g ly , th e  m ajor dioceses of St. A ndrew s and Glasgow
p ro v id e  s u b s tan tia lly  more evidence of crown p resen ta tio n  sede vacante .
The p e rp e tu a l v icarage  of F o rte v io t in  St. A ndrew s, fo r  example, was
obtained in  1547 by R obert Auchmowty, who was p resented  to  th e
ch u rch  w hen i t  became vo id  b y  the  death o f his b ro th e r, James.43 Both
w ere s e rv a n ts  o f David Beaton and James may have secured th e  benefice
th ro u g h  his p a tro n ’s in flu en ce , although the  patronage  was, in  norm al
c ircum stances, in  the  hands of St. S a lv a to r’s College. The 1547
p resen ta tio n  may re fle c t sim ply the  tendency  fo r  c e rta in  benefices to
rem ain w ith in  p a rtic u la r  fam ilies. In  the even t, how ever, R obert did not
hold i t  long: b y  8 J an u ary  o f th e  follow ing y ea r, he had res igned  and
the crow n p resen ted  S ir William Laing to the  v ic a rag e , who sub seq u en tly
held i t  u n til 1565.44
The p e rp e tu a l v ica rag e  of Gullane was g iven  to M aster N in ian
Hamilton in  a ro y a l p resen ta tio n  on 19 Novem ber 1548.43 I t  seems
certa in  th a t th is  re flec te d  the  exercise of the  Hamilton a u th o r ity  in  th e
in te re s t o f one of th e ir  fam ily . In d eed , almost six years  e a r lie r , N in ian
had been g ran ted  a pension of 100 m erks Scots p e r annum u n til  a
benefice o f th is  value  should become availab le  fo r  him. A lthough th e
4  ^ 9 Feb. 1549 (RSS. iii, no. 1058). This case is unusual in  th a t the
n a tu re  o f th e  vacancy in  th e  see is unc lear. John Hamilton, who  
was in  d ispute  w ith  R obert C richton o ver th e  b ishopric , was 
consecrated in  A ugust 1546. A lthough he was tra n s la te d  to  
S t.A ndrew s in  Novem ber 1547, th is  was not e ffe c tiv e  t i l l  June 1549. 
In  a sense, th e re fo re , he was s till th e  consecrated bishop of 
D u n keld  (E asti, 100).
d-9 Haws, Scottish  P arish  C le rg y . 210.
43 3 Oct. (ESS, iii, no.2476).
44 RSS, ii i,  no.2591; Haws, Scottish  Parish C le rg y . 92.
RSS. i i i ,  no.3030.
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fu lfilm e n t o f th is  arrangem ent was lo n g -d e la y e d , he did obtain , in the
in te rim , th e  escheat of the moveable goods of A ndrew  Johnstone, which
fe ll to  th e  crown by his death , in  M arch 1546.47 I t  is un certa in  how
long he held  the  v icarage: by th e  Reform ation, i t  had re v e rte d  to its
more usual s tate  in  th a t i t  was held b y  George H a lib u rto n , a canon of
48D ry b u rg h , th e  monastic house to w hich  th e  c h u rc h  was ap p ro p ria ted .
The p erp etu a l v icarage  o f S tra th m a rtin e  in  St. Andrews diocese
sim ila rly  rece ived  an appointm ent d u rin g  th e  vacancy  in  the  see. When
the benefice fe ll vacant on the  death o f S ir  D avid E d u ert, S ir John
49M ortim er was presented  to i t  on 1 F e b ru a ry  1549. Th is  was successful
fo r  a time in  th a t he was s till in  possession in  1554, though p ro b ab ly
50not a t th e  Reformation and c e rta in ly  not b y  1562/3 .
The death of George O g ilvy , p e rp e tu a l v ic a r  o f L in tra th e n } also
pro v id ed  an o p p o rtu n ity  fo r  p re se n ta tio n  b y  th e  crow n, and James
51A rch ibald  was appointed to the; benefice in  O ctober 1547. He was
described in  the p resenta tion  as ‘ch ap la in ’ and on ly  dem itted the
v icarage  in  1580, having  been ‘con ten t to  abyde  s ik re form atioun  as th e
lo rd is  o f o u r S ecre it Counsale pleise mak th a ir in t i l l ’ , and becoming a
52burgess of S tir lin g  in  the meantime.
The p erp etu a l v icarage  of W hittingham e was norm ally served by  a
pensioner appointed by the dean of the  co lleg iate  ch u rch  of D unbar, the
53parsonage being the  prebend  of th a t d ig n ita ry . How ever, d u rin g  the
47 30 M arch (RSS. iii,  no. 1607).
48 Cowan, P arishes, 78-79.
48 RSS. iv , no.80.
50 Haws, Scottish Parish C le rg y . 229.
51 25 Oct. (RSS. iii, no.2513).
^  Haws, Scottish Parish C le rg y . 163.
53 Cowan, P a r ish es . 210.
vacancy in  th e  see of St. A ndrew s, S ir Thomas Ly le , a chaplain , was
g iven  ro y a l p resen ta tion  to th e  benefice in  Jan u ary  1549, when i t  fe ll
54vacan t on the  death o f Law rence Dickson. As in  the case of
L in tra th e n , Lyle  re ta in ed  possession o f the  v icarage  th ro u g h  th e
55Reform ation and possib ly u n til 1568.
T h e re  w ere a s im ila rly  la rg e  num ber of paroch ia l benefices in  th e
diocese of Glasgow which rece ived  incum bents by th is  ro u te  d u rin g  th is
period . One of these was th e  parsonage of K irkb ean , a case w hich also
illu s tra te s  w hat appears to have been a tem p o rary  dis jo inm ent of an
a p p ro p ria tio n . The benefice  was annexed to the  p ro v o s try  o f 
56Lincluden. However, in  Septem ber 1547, when th e  benefices had
become vacan t follow ing th e  death  o f George M arschall, R obert Douglas
was appointed  to th e  p ro vo stsh ip , w hile  M aster R obert Som erville , son of
57Hugo, Lord Som erville , was g iven  p resen ta tio n  to the  parsonage.
L a te r th e  same month, Som erville  was g iven  a second p resen ta tion , th e
parsonage being said on th is  occasion to be vacan t by  the death of 
58B ern ard  Baillie. W hatever th e  re a lity  o f the  s ituation , he held th e  
benefice u n til 1577, w hile Douglas re ta in ed  the  p ro v o s try  sim ultaneously  
u n til 1585.59
The p erp e tu a l v ica rag e  of Dunlop provides a second example of 
such an appointm ent from  Glasgow diocese. M aster James Lindsay was 
p resented  to the  benefice d u rin g  th e  vacancy in  th e  see in  J a n u a ry
^  5 Jan. (RSS. iv , no.24).
56
Haws, S cottish  P aris h -g le rg y ., 247.
56 Cowan, P arishes . 117.
^  16 Sept. (RSS* iii,  no.2432). D r Haws describes the ch u rch  as a 
p erp e tu a l v icarag e , b u t th is  appears to  be an e rro r . Haws, 
Scottish Parish C lergy, 144.
58 25 Sept. 1547 (RSS, iii,  no.2451).
59 Haws, S cottish  P arish  C lerg y . 144; se e  also  F asti. 365.
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fiO1548 w hen i t  became vacan t on th e  death  o f William H unter. He did
n o t hold i t  long, how ever, fo r  M aster John Houston received a crown
p re se n ta tio n  to the  v icarag e  fo u r months la te r , when i t  was s tated  th a t
L in d say  had e ith e r res igned  o r was d isq u a lifie d  as a  re s u lt o f his 
filin h a b ility . Houston successfu lly  re ta in e d  possession u n til before  
F e b ru a ry  1567. This may w ell re f le c t th e  co n flic ts  in  the  governm ent
a t  th is  time.
This p a tte rn  of two ro ya l p resen ta tio n s  w ith in  a re la tiv e ly  short 
space o f time is seen again  in  connection w ith  th e  p erp etu a l v icarag e  of 
G irvan  in  the  same year. In  J an u a ry , a f te r  Q uentin Kennedy had 
res ig n ed  the  benefice, M aster G ilb e rt B a ird  was presented  b y  the  
crow n. In  May 1549, hav ing  held  th e  v ic a rag e  fo r  on ly  sixteen  
m onths, he him self res igned  and p resen ta tio n  was made th is  time to S ir
CtA
Rolland McNeil. R eta in ing  the s im ila r ity  w ith  th a t e a rly  case^ McNeil
held  th e  benefice a t least u n til 1568, and p ro b ab ly  fo r  some time 
a fte rw a rd s .^
A fin a l example from  Glasgow is more s tra ig h tfo rw a rd  th an  e ith e r
o f these. When James In g lis  res ig n ed  th e  pensionary  v ica rag e  of
Y arro w , S ir John S tevenson was p resen ted  to  th e  benefice in  F e b ru a ry
1548 w hile , unusua lly  fo r  appointm ents made in  th is  way, an annual
fifipension of 20 m erks Scots was re s e rv e d  fo r  his predecessor. 
W hatever the  reason fo r  th e  pension -  th e  u su a l explanation o f i t  being  
33 3 Jan. (RSS. iii,  no.2585).
61 8 May 1548 (RSS. ii i,  no.2767).
62 Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 71. Houston may also have been v ic a r  
o f R utherg len  (Haws, ib id . 97).
63 2 Jan. 1548 (RSS. iii,  no.2580).
64 24 May 1549 (RSS. iv , no.853).
65 Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 96.
66 6 Feb. (RSS. iii, no.2620).
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a device to buy o ff an opponent does not appear to ta lly  convincing  in
fi7th is  case -  Stevenson held th e  v ica rag e  u n til some time p r io r  to 1578.
These royal p resen ta tio n s  w ere a ll unopposed, b u t th e re  a re
severa l examples of p aro ch ia l benefices w here  crown presen ta tio n s
d u rin g  th e  vacancy of a see did not proceed qu ite  so smoothly. The
p e rp e tu a l v icarage  of K irk in tillo c h , fo r  example, was the  s u b jec t o f no
less th an  fo u r p resen ta tions  w ith in  fo u rtee n  months. On 24 O ctober
1547, M aster G ilb ert O stler was presented  to the  benefice fo llow ing th e
fiftdeath of A lexander Annand. Less than  a month la te r  and w ith  th e
same cause of voidance s ta ted , A lexander G u th rie  was s im ila rly  
69p resen ted . In  F e b ru a ry  o f th e  follow ing y ea r, S ir  John B ryd en  was
g iven  crown presen ta tio n  w hen A lexander G uthrie  was said to  have  
70res ig n ed . Almost a y e a r to  the  day a fte r  th e  f i r s t  p resen ta tio n ,
G ilb e rt O stler was again p resen ted  by  the  crown on 23 December 1548,
when i t  was said to be vo id  because of simony on the  p a rt of A lexander
71G u th rie  and the late  R obert Boyd. This case was, u n u su a lly , taken  to
Rome, w here in  F e b ru a ry  1549 John B ryden  f i r s t  revoked  a res ig n a tio n
he had a rran g ed  to make, th e n  subsequently  d id  res ig n  in  fa v o u r o f
72James Boyd one month la te r . Boyd did not hold the  v icarage  fo r  v e ry
long: he died before  19 F e b ru a ry  1551, when S ir  R obert Ham ilton
73obtained the  benefice by  an o th e r ro ya l p resen ta tion . This series o f
67 Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 249.
68 ESS, iii, no.2512.
16 Nov. 1547 (RSS. ii i,  no.2586).
70 15 Feb. 1548 (RSS. iii,  no.2642).
7  ^ RSS. iv , no. 15.
72 B ryden  revokes th e  proposed res ig n atio n , 14 Feb. 1549 (PRO 3 1 /9 -  
66/290); B ryden  res ig n s  15 M arch (Reg. Supp. 2658, f.126).
73 RSS, iv , no. 1037.
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co n flic tin g  p resentations seems lik e ly  to re f le c t governm ent dissension in
th e  afterm ath  of th e  b a ttle  of P inkie  in  Septem ber 1547 and the
conflic ting  wishes of th e  e a rl of A rran  and M ary  of Guise, a lth o u g h  no
firm  evidence of th is  has been found. Nor is th ere  c lear evidence of
how long Hamilton re ta in e d  his hold on th e  v icarage.
A sim ilar exp lanation  may be proposed fo r  a t least some o th e r
cases of th is  k in d . On 8 O ctober 1547, th ere  were two crow n
presentations to the  p e rp e tu a l v icarage  of St. C u th b e rt’s in  E d in b u rg h .
Both were tr ig g e re d  b y  the  death of the previous incum bent, Nicholas
Wilkinson. The f i r s t  p resen ted  R obert Ham ilton, son of James Hamilton of
74Stonehouse, to the benefice , p ro b ab ly  re fle c tin g  the concern of A rra n
fo r  extending Hamilton in flu en ce . The second presented John R ankin  to  
75th e  v icarage. The fin a l outcome of th is  p a rtic u la r  case is u n c e rta in ,
a lthough the fac t th a t i t  was held by  A rch iba ld  Hamilton in  1557 may be
7fia po in ter to the success of th a t fam ily.
The second case of th is  k in d  in vo lved  the  vicarage pen sio n ary  of
N o rth  Berwick. This became vacan t on th e  death of P atrick  S in c la ir and
on 28 January  1548, James Brown, teach er a t the gram m ar school in
77L in lithgow , was g iven  ro y a l p resen ta tio n  to th e  benefice. A fo r tn ig h t
78la te r , A rchibald  B a rr was s im ila rly  presen ted  to the ch u rch . G iven  
the  proxim ity of th e  tw o p resen ta tio n s , th e  fac t th a t th e  cause of 
voidance was the same in  both, and the  lack of any mention of th e  o th e r  
claim ant in both docum ents, i t  seems possible th a t these w ere e ffe c tiv e ly  
r iv a l presentations from  w ith in  a d iv ided  governm ent. An
74 RSS, iii, no.2487.
75 RSS, iii, no.2488.
76 Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 214.
77 RSS. iii, no.2612.
78 12 Feb .1548 (RSS. i i i ,  no.2632).
a lte rn a tiv e  in te rp re ta tio n  o f th is  case, g iven  th a t no Hamilton was
in vo lved , may be th a t Brown and B a rr were both seeking to  obta in  th e
benefice, and w ere both g iven  ro y a l p resen ta tio n  in  the same w ay as
petitio n ers  a t  the c u ria  w ere  able to have co n flic tin g  supplications fo r
the  same benefice accepted th e re . No clue to th e  success o r fa ilu re  o f
the  presentees is availab le: by  1557, th e  v ica rag e  was in  th e  hands o f 
79Alexander Wood.
The spread of dates makes i t  d if f ic u lt  to suggest a firm
explanation fo r  a th ird  case o f co n flic tin g  p resen ta tions , a lthough c le a rly
the benefice was in  d ispute . When th e  p e rp e tu a l v ica rag e  o f
Cam busnethan became v a c a n t on th e  death of A lexander B a lfour, S ir
80George Vaus was p resen ted  to i t  in  J u ly  1547. Well o ver a yea r la te r ,
on 10 O ctober 1548, S ir  George Bain was g iven  ro y a l p resen ta tio n , th e
cause of voidance being g iven  e ith e r  as the  res ig n atio n  of P e te r B a lfo u r,
tre a s u re r  o f Glasgow, o r th e  res ig n atio n  o r in cap ac ity  o f John B a lfo u r
81‘now p re ten d ed  v ic a r ’. Exactly  one month la te r , A rch ibald  B a rr was
op
presented , w ith  no m ention of an y  a lte rn a tiv e  candidate. In  th e
middle of th e  fo llow ing y e a r, John B alfour, who had a lread y  obta ined it ,
sought a new provision  from  th e  pope, saying th a t the vacancy had
arisen  by in cap ac ity , th e  p rev ious  holder not hav ing  taken  holy o rd e rs  
83in the  due time. A gain , the  re s u lt  of a ll these is u ncerta in : by  1561,
84John Hamilton was named as v ic a r.
79 Haws, S cottish  P arish  C le rg y . 191.
80 22 Ju ly  (RSR, iii, no.2340).
81 RSR, iii, no. 2989.
82 10 Nov. 1548 (RSS. ii i,  no.3016).
83 4 May 1549 (Reg. Supp. 2673, f . l2 5 v -126); Reg. Supp. 2661, f.7 .
84 Haws, S cottish  P arish  C le rg y . 35. The Hamilton connection may be 
explained by  th e  fa c t th a t th e  p arish  was set in  assedation to  S ir  
James Hamilton (Q rig ines  Parochiales Scotiae. i, 57-8 ).
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T h ere  is a t least one c lear example o f local opposition to a ro y a l
nom ination. In  August 1541, John Jackson was g iven  royal p resen ta tio n
to th e  v icarage  of Durness, the  parsonage o f w hich p e rta in ed  to th e
85bishop o f Caithness, fo llow ing the death  o f G ilb e rt Dynnocht. The
fo llo w in g  month, Jackson sought a new p ro v is io n  on the grounds th a t  i t
had fa lle n  vacan t in  1535, in  a re se rv ed  month: in  fac t, both Novem ber
and December (the la t te r  a n o n -re s erv e d  m onth) w ere noted in  th e  
ftfip e titio n . Both the presenta tion  and th e  p e tition  w ere f in a lly
successfu l, b u t th ere  is evidence of some challenge to his possession. 
I t  ap p ears  th a t Thomas M u rra y , p recen to r o f C aithness, re fu sed  to  g ive  
collation  to Jackson and in tru d e d  his own cand idate  -  named o n ly  as 
R.B. -  in to  the v icarage. Jackson, how ever, appealed to David Beaton  
who summoned M u rra y  to appear a t St. A ndrew s, and f in a lly  gave  
ju d g m e n t th a t the benefice be c o n fe rred  upon Jackson, any co lla tion  o f
R.B. being rescinded. The date o f th is  challenge is not known, b u t i t
was successfully  th w a rte d , because Jackson held the v icarag e  u n til  
1576.87
The opposition to the ro yal p re se n ta tio n  a t Durness appears  to  
have come from w ith in  the  diocese, and both  ro ya l and papal r ig h ts  
w ere e ffe c tiv e ly  exercised on behalf of th e  same claimant. I t  was, 
how ever, qu ite  possible fo r these r ig h ts  to be a cause of p o te n tia l 
fr ic tio n  when the crow n ’s r ig h ts  sede vacante  and papal r ig h ts  of 
re se rv a tio n  invoked , fo r  example, when a  c h u rc h  fe ll vacant by death  in  
a re se rv ed  month, would both ap p ly . One example when th is  c lash of 
r ig h ts  did indeed produce a d ispute  o c cu rre d  in  1547, w hen th e  
p e rp e tu a l v icarage of Collessie, a ch u rch  w h ich  was a p p ro p ria ted  to
85 9 Aug. (ESS, ii, no.4157).
86 17 Sept. 1541 (Reg. Supp. 2431, f.250 -250v ).
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L in d o res , became vacant fo llow ing the death o f John T horn to n  ju n io r .
On 3 A p r il o f th a t year, D avid  Bonar p etitio n ed  fo r  prov is ion  because
88the  death  had occurred  in  a reserved  month. F ive  days la te r ,
K e n tig e rn  L iv in g s to n e , v ic a r  o f L an ark , was p resen ted  to the  v ica rag e
by th e  crow n, the  see being vacant, and he follow ed th is  up a few
89months la te r  b y  a petition  fo r  a new presen ta tio n . Any possession
w hich L iv in g sto n e  had was s h o rt-liv e d  because late  in  Septem ber,
Thomas Scot was presented  by  the  crown to th e  benefice fo llow ing
90L iv in g s to n e ’s death. The Scottish p ro cu ra to r a t Rome did not y ie ld  so
eas ily , how ever. James Thorn to n  petitioned fo r  papal p rov is ion  e a rly
the  fo llow ing  y ea r, claim ing th a t i t  was u n la w fu lly  obta ined, thoug h
91naming his opponent as James Rolland, ra th e r  th a n  Scot. James
T h o rn to n ’s claim may have rep resen ted  an a ttem p t b y  the T h o rn to n
fam ily  to  re ta in  th e  v icarag e  b u t, i f  so, i t  was unsuccessfu l, fo r  Scot
92re ta in ed  possession th ro u g h  to  the  Reformation.
The appointm ent of a successor to John G ray , parson  of T a rv it  in
St. Andrew s diocese, took a not dissim ilar course. U nusua lly  fo r
churches to w hich ro ya l p resenta tion  was made, T a rv it  was an
93in d ep en d en t parsonage. G ray had assisted Norman Leslie, e a r l o f
Rothes in  th e  m urder of Beaton. The benefice being  declared vacan t
because of his in h a b ility , N igel Laing was p resented  sede vacante  on 19
94A ugust 1547, seeking papal p rov is ion  ten  days la te r . Almost a yea r
88 Reg. Supp. 2609, f.206.
88 8 A p ril (RSS. iii,  no.2241); 4 Ju ly  1547 (Reg. Supp. 2616, f . l0 1 v ).
90 26 Sept. (RSS. iii,  no.2456).
91 24 Jan. 1548 (Reg. Supp. 2626, f . l7 6 -1 7 6 v ).
92 Haws, Scottish  P arish  C le rg y . 44.
93 I t  was not u n til 1558 th a t T a rv it  was annexed to th e  College o f th e  
Blessed V irg in  M ary (Cowan, P arishes. 196).
9  ^ RSS. iii, no.2386. 29 Aug. 1547 (Reg. Supp. 2613, f.269; Reg. Supp.
2616, f.118).
a fte rw a rd s , how ever, John Stevenson, an apostolic  p ro th o n o ta ry ,
d ec la rin g  th a t  G ray had res ig n ed  the  parsonage in  the  hands of th e
95pope, asked  fo r  provision  fo r  him self. A gain , th e  claim ant fa iled  to
make good his case: when Laing  him self res ig n ed  in  J a n u a ry  1549, John
Acheson was g iven  ro ya l p resen ta tio n , and he su ccessfu lly  held i t  to  th e  
Q fiR eform ation.
A fin a l example o f a clash of royal and papal r ig h ts  o f th is  k in d
is th e  case o f th e  p e rp etu a l v icarag e  of S tir lin g , a c h u rc h  a p p ro p ria ted
to th e  ab b ey  of Dunferm line. The benefice became v ac a n t on the death
of William Thomson in  Novem ber 1547, and was th u s  re s e rv e d  to papal
pro v is io n . As a re su lt, both  John Axelius, and James T horn to n
97p e titio n ed  fo r  p rov is ion  in  e a r ly  December. The see being vacan t,
how ever, i t  fe ll also to crow n patronage: R obert Auchm owty was d u ly
98p resen ted  on New Year s Day 1548. Possibly in  o rd e r  to  shake o ff the  
com petition from  Rome, Auchm owty him self asked fo r  a new provision  to
Q Q
the v ic a ra g e  in  M arch 1549, and th is  was c le a r ly  successful, fo r  he 
re ta in e d  possession u n til  some time before Ju ly  1 5 8 3 .^ "
The c ro w n ’s r ig h t  to p re s e n t to ecclesiastical vacancies w hile the  
b ish o p ric  its e lf  was vacant was c lea rly  exercised q u ite  exten s ive ly  w ith  
p a ris h  churches. As w ith  ca th ed ra l p rebend s, th e re  a re  also a few  
instances when the crown appears to have in te rv e n e d  to make
9  ^ 2 June 1548 (Reg. Supp. 2647, f . l9 1 v ).
96 Haws, S cottish  P arish  C le rg y . 233.
97 Axelius on 2 Dec. (Reg. Supp. 2623, f.281v -2 8 2 ); T h o rn to n  5 Dec. (Reg.
Supp. 2628, f,176v -1 7 7 ).
98 RSS. ii i ,  no .2578. Auchm owty was stew ard of th e  ro y a l household and  
m aster almoner in  1549 (RSS. iv , no.222n).
99 15 M arch (Reg. Supp. 2657, f .2 6 -2 6 v ).
100 Haws, Scottish  P arish  C le rg y , 224.
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appointm ents to parochial benefices even when th e re  was a du ly
consecrated  bishop in  post.
The most obvious example o f th is  is th e  p e rp e tu a l v icarage of
F ishw ick  in  St. Andrews diocese, the  parsonage o f which was
a p p ro p ria te d  to  Coldingham p r io ry . In  June 1542, w hile  Beaton was s till
a rchb ishop , the  v icarage became vo id  b y  the  death  of Thomas
Richardson, and James Young was g iven  crown presen ta tio n  to the
benefice , ho ld ing  i t  u n til 1564.
The v icarag e  pensionary o f Southw ick in  Glasgow diocese is a
s lig h tly  less c lear case. The parsonage and v icarag e  o f th is  ch u rch
102w ere annexed to the C hancellory  o f th e  Chapel Royal, and several
appointm ents w ere made by crow n p resen ta tio n , a lthough  th e  patron  was
presum ably th e  Chancellor. On 25 Novem ber 1539, George O liver was
p resented  to th e  v icarage, fo llow ing th e  death o f A ndrew  McLean and, as
103w ith  F ishw ick, he successfully re ta in e d  it  u n til 1574. Gavin Dunbar
was s till Bishop of Glasgow when th is  p resen ta tio n  was made.
The parsonage of Forv ie  in  th e  diocese of A berdeen  is a s lig h tly
p u zz lin g  member of th is  g roup , in  th a t i t  was an in d ep en d en t parsonage,
w hich is not known to have been in  ro y a l pa tronage a t any tim e.^9^
How ever, in  1548, a fte r  A lexander S tevenson was said to have died or
resigned , William Chalmers was f i r s t  p resen ted  on 9 A p ril, and A lexander 
Anderson, su b p rin c ip a l o f the  College o f A berdeen  was also g iven ro y a l 
presen ta tio n  seven days la te r . In  both cases, i t  was claimed th a t
p resen ta tion  belonged to the  crow n by r ig h t ,  and collation lay  w ith  the
101 27 June (R ££ , ii, no.4718); Haws, Scottish  P arish  C le rg y . 89.
102 Cowan, Parishg.fi.> 186.
103 ESS* ii* no.3213; Haws, S cottish  P arish  C le rg y . 222.
104 Cowan, P arishes. 70.
105 16 A p ril 1548 (RSS, iii, no.2720).
bishop, who a t th e  tim e was William Gordon. How ever, both
p resentations w ere  unsuccessfu l, since A lexander Stevenson appears to
106have re ta ined  his hold on th e  parsonage t i l l  a fte r  the Reform ation.
Seen in  th e  context o f th e  to ta l num ber o f parishes w ith in  the  
c o u n try , the  scale o f in te rv e n tio n  o f th is  k ind  by  th e  crown is  
re la tiv e ly  small. N everthe less , i t  is c lear th a t the  crown d id , a t leas t on 
a few  occasions, endeavour to  exercise patronage when i t  would ap p ear  
not to  have had th e  r ig h t  to  do so, and did so successfully .
One group  of churches w hich  did not fa ll w ith in  crown r ig h ts
sede vacante, was th a t of th e  p arishes w hich rem ained in  lay  patronage.
Such benefices w ere how ever s u b jec t to  th e  ru les  o f re se rv a tio n , and
evidence of th e  in flu en ce  o f th e  patrons and, in  some cases, o f
opposition to such in flu en ce  can be traced  in  the documents which arose
from  these rese rva tio n s .
The parsonage of Tough in  A berdeensh ire  was an in d ep en d en t
107church  in  the  p atro n ag e  of th e  earls  o f H u n tly . In  1543, the  c h u rch
came in to  the  hands of one of th e  Gordon fam ily. On 8 June, A ndrew
A rnot resigned  in  fa v o u r o f William Gordon and, w ith  th e  p a tro n ’s
consent, th ey  sought p ro v is io n  fo r  Gordon and an annual pension of 50
108merks Scots fo r  A rn o t. L a te r th a t month, Gordon pe titio n ed  fo r  a
new provision , s ta tin g  th a t he was o f noble b ir th  on both  sides and also
109the son of a p r ie s t. In  th is  case, the  member of the  fam ily  held i t
fo r a re la tiv e ly  s h o rt time. In  1549, he resigned  the parsonage to th e
106 Haws, Scottish  P arish  C le rg y . 93.
Cowan, P arish es . 199.
108 Reg. Supp. 2496, f . l8 1 v ; Reg. Supp. 2486, f.254v -255 .
109 24 June 1543 (Reg. Supp. 2489, f.268v ).
bishop and D avid  C arnegie , hav in g  obtained the  parsonage b y  o rd in a ry
a u th o r ity , successfu lly  sought a new provision . The  p e tit io n  s ta ted
ra th e r  s tra n g e ly  th a t p resen ta tio n  lay  w ith  the tre a s u re r  o f C aithness,
who a t th a t  time was William Gordon. David C arnegie b r ie f ly  ap p eared
as tre a s u re r  in  1547 and 1548, and th is  may re p re s e n t ac tio n  b y  the
fam ily  to p ro v id e  a benefice fo r  a r iv a l fo r  th e  t re a s u r e r s h ip .^ ^
The Gordons also held th e  patronage of the parsonage o f Essie in
M oray. When George Rothmay resigned  the c h u rch  in  th e  hands of
the o rd in a ry  e a r ly  in  1535, William Gordon obta ined i t  b y  episcopal
a u th o r ity  w ith  th e  consent o f th e  e a r l o f H u n tly . On 1 A p r il,  he
p e titio n ed  the  pope fo r  a  new provis ion  because i t  was said ‘some
112re fu se  to  accept his possession*. He asked fo r new p ro v is io n s  on
113th re e  fu r th e r  occasions in  1538 and 1542. Despite his a n x ie ty  about 
re ta in in g  th e  parsonage w hich appears to have been re la te d  to  being  
given  d ispensations de non prom ovendo  w hich w ere v a lid  fo r  o n ly  two  
years a t  a tim e, he successfu lly  re ta in ed  the  c h u rc h  u n t il  a t  least 
1 5 4 4 ,^ ^  and may indeed have done so fo r  longer.
A th ird  example o f w h at must have been th e  exerc ise  o f lay
patronage concerns a benefice in  the  patronage of th e  S om ervilles  of
HO 24 Feb. 1549 (Reg. Supp. 2652, f . l9 1 v ). William Gordon became
T re a s u re r  o f Caithness in  M arch 1547 and held i t  u n til  a b o u t 1566. 
David  C arnegie  o ccu rred  as T re a s u re r in  both 1547 and 1548, b u t  
n o t th e re a fte r . The appearance o f the  two in d iv id u a ls  in  
connection w ith  Tough and lin ked  w ith  the tre a s u re rs h ip  in  th is  
w ay suggests a  connection such as is described above ( F a s ti. 69).
Cowan, P arish es . 62.
Reg. Supp. 2172, f.240v -2 4 1 v . Gordon was described  as th e  son o f a  
p r ie s t and an  u n m arried  woman.
113 13 Oct. 1538 (Reg. Supp. 2 3 0 5 -f.l6 5 -1 6 6 ); 28 Oct.1538 (R eg.Supp.2303, 
f.5 8 v -5 9 v ); 12 Ju ly  1542 (Reg. Supp. 2461, f.2 05 -2 0 6 ).
G ordon’s lin k  w ith  th e  e a r l o f H u n tly  is suggested b y  h is w itness ing  
bonds of m an ren t in v o lv in g  the  e a rl severa l tim es betw een 1537 
and 1544 (Gordon Papers, Spald ing Club M iscellany, IV , 202. 205-6  
214). ’
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C arnw ath . When th e  parsonage of L ib b e rto n  in  the diocese o f Glasgow
fe ll  vacan t in  1549, John Som erville , who was said to be of noble b ir th  -
a  statem ent w hich s tro n g ly  im plies th a t  he came from the  p a tro n ’s fam ily
-  asked fo r  a new provision , s ta tin g  th a t  he had a lread y  obta ined i t  b u t
115th a t  he doubted th e  v a lid ity  o f his possession. He also asked to be
allowed to  hold the  parsonage fo r  two years  w ith o u t being promoted to
p r ie s t ’s o rd ers . W hether th is  had a n y  e ffe c t on the  len g th  of his
possession is unclear, bu t i t  seems u n lik e ly  th a t i t  would make a
1 1 fis ig n ific a n t d iffe ren ce . By 1559, i t  was held  b y  S ir Thomas Wedy.
The Gordon power seems to  have gone unchallenged in  the two
churches noted above. This was n o t th e  case, how ever, w ith  the
parsonage of R esta lrig , which was in  th e  patronage of th e  Logans of 
117R esta lrig . In  October 1535, th e  c h u rch  was held b y  A lexander
118Logan. Just o ver a year la te r , John Form an p etitio n ed  fo r  papal
provis ion , e ith e r because the las t possessor was not prom oted to  p r ie s t’s
o rd ers  as by  law he should be, o r because i t  was void b y  th e  death of 
119R ichard Bothwell. The follow ing day, how ever, A lexander asked fo r  a
new provis ion , s ta tin g  th a t he had rece ived  i t  b y  o rd in a ry  a u th o rity
and was of noble and baron ia l b ir th  (a statem ent w hich  s tro n g ly
suggests th a t he came from the  p a tro n ’s fam ily ) and th a t the  parsonage
120was vacant by  th e  death of th e  p rev io u s  incum bent. Form an’s
challenge, i f  th is  is w hat i t  was, to  th e  pow er of the  lay  p a tro n  seems
Cowan, P arishes. 132; 4 May 1549 (Reg. Supp. 2661, f .6- 6v ; Reg.
Supp. 2673, f.221).
116 Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 161.
117 Cowan, P arishes, 170-1.
118 1 Oct. (Reg. Supp. 2186, f.232v ).
119 15 Dec.1536 (Reg. Supp. 2233, f . l4 3 -1 4 3 v ).
120 16 Dec. (Reg. Supp. 2235, f . l3 6 v ).
to  have p e te red  out, fo r  A lexander Logan was in  possession in  1540 and,
121in  1555 i t  was held by  John Logan, p resum ably an o th er o f the  fam ily .
The p e rp e tu a l v ica rag e  of Forgue in  th e  diocese of A berdeen
p ro v id es  a ra th e r  more unusual example, b o th  because i t  is u n c lear
w h ere  patronage a c tu a lly  lay  and because th e  benefic ia ries  w ere  not
members of the  lay  fam ily  invo lved. The parsonage had been g ra n te d  to
122th e  ab b ey  of A rb ro a th  in  the  th ir te e n th  c e n tu ry . A ccording to  one 
o f th e  p etitio n s , how ever, the patronage o f th e  p e rp e tu a l v ica rag e , 
estab lished  in  th e  f if te e n th  c en tu ry , lay w ith  William C rich ton , lo rd  o f 
F re n d ra u g h t and descendant of the o r ig in a l donor. On 2 Septem ber 
1539, George Houston res igned  the  v icarag e  in  the  hands of the  pope 
and he and George O g ilvy  sought provision  fo r  O g ilvy  and re te n tio n  of 
th e  f ru its  fo r  life  b y  Houston along w ith  th e  r ig h t  of reg ress  should
O g ilvy  die o r res ig n , s ta tin g  th a t C richton as p a tro n  consented to  th e
123tra n s fe r , and th is  was d u ly  gran ted . O g ilv y  was Houston’s nephew ,
and th e  res ignation  seems to have been designed  to re ta in  the  benefice  
w ith in  th e  fam ily. Almost a fo r tn ig h t la te r , James V w rote  to C ard inal 
G hinucci on behalf o f O g ilvy , who was a ro y a l s e rv a n t, saying he had  
h eard  th a t the pope had pro h ib ited  a ll reg resses  and re se rv a tio n s  of 
f r u its  (and none too soon in  James’s op in ion) b u t in  th is  case ra th e r  
sooner th an  suited O g ilvy  o r the King, and  he asked th e  c a rd in a l to  
p ersuade  the Pope to  allow th is  a rran g em en t to  stand. 424 Th is  was 
c le a rly  successful, fo r  O g ilvy  was v ic a r in  1540 and 1543, b y  w hich  time
121 Reg. Supp. 2377, f .66v ; Haws, Scottish P aris h  C le rg y . 207.
122 Cowan, P arishes. 69.
■^22 Reg. Supp. 2353, f. 106-107; Mandate fo r  p ro v is io n  (Reg. Lat. 1703,
f.220 -220v ); re s e rv a tio n  of fru its  (Reg. La t. 1703, f.220 -222v ; The
o rig in a l g ra n t made no mention of the  re te n tio n  of th e  p atronage
by  the  donor, a lth o u g h  th is  became a commoner p ractice
(I.B .Cowan, ’The m edieval church  in  th e  diocese of A b erd een ’,
N o rth e rn S cotland , i  (1972) 29 and 36-37 .
1 2 4  15 Sept. 1539 (James V L etter s . 378-9).
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he was chancellor o f D unkeld , w hile Houston was described as v ic a r  in  
11542. The e x ten t o f th e  p a tro n ’s p o s itive  in te re s t in ad van c in g  th is
tra n s fe r  cannot be c e rta in , b u t i t  does ap p ear as i f  C rich ton  a t  least
acquiesced in  an appo in tm ent which was presum ably designed to  secure
th e  v icarage fo r  Houston’s fam ily .
In  a few such cases, th e re  is not th e  same c e rta in ty  th a t  th e
p a tro n ’s wishes w ere  g ra n te d . The appo in tm ent of a successor to John
Gibson, who died in  A u g u st 1544, as re c to r  o f Ruthwell, fo r  exam ple, is
u n certa in  as re g a rd s  its  f in a l resu lt. John O liver, who was p re se n te d
b y  the patron  P a tr ic k  M u rra y  of Cockpool, asked fo r a commission b y
b r ie f  on 31 J an u a ry  1545, because Gavin D u nbar, archbishop o f Glasgow
1 9fihad refused to co llate  him. He follow ed th is  up a fo r tn ig h t la te r  w ith
127a fu r th e r  p e titio n  seek in g  a new provis ion . W hether th e  a rc h b is h o p ’s
opposition to the  p a tro n ’s wishes bore f r u i t  is unclear, as in  fa c t is th e
fin a l re su lt, fo r  no evidence has been fo u n d  to indicate th e  success or
otherw ise of O liv e r ’s p e titio n .
The parsonage o f T o rry  provides an example of w hat ap p ears  to
be a dispute w ith in  th e  fam ily  of the p a tro n , th e  Wardlaws o f T o r ry . In
May 1549, David G o u rlay  sought a commission from the pope because he
could not get ju s tic e  from  John S p itta l, o ffic ia l of St. A n d re w s } in  his
128dispute w ith  James Wawane. The case had come to the o ff ic ia l’s c o u rt  
because Wawane had resigned  the  parsonage a t Rome in  fa v o u r  of 
Thomas C richton, b u t had rese rved  the  r ig h t  o f regress. C ric h to n  had  
subsequently  re s ig n e d  th e  benefice in  th e  hands of C ard inal Beaton who
^2  ^ Reg. Supp. 2372, f . l7 8 v -179; R eg.Supp.2480, f . l8 9 v ; Haws, S co ttish  
Parish C le rg y . 92, w here Houston is tra n s c rib e d  as Ogston.
■^2^ Reg. Supp. 2532, f .5 6 v -57 ; B rie f reco rd ed  20 Feb. 1545 (B rev . L a t. 37, 
f.78v ).
127 12 Feb. (Reg. S upp . 2532, f.59 ).
I2® 4  May (Reg. Su pp . 2661, f .5v ; Reg. Supp . 2672, f.39).
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had appointed  Gourlay, b u t the  o ffic ia l d eclared  th is  provision  vo id
129because of Wawane’s p r io r  r ig h ts . I t  seems lik e ly  too th a t G ourlay
was re la te d  to M arg are t G ourlay , the  widow of the  previous lo rd  o f
T o rry . The following y e a r, E lizab eth  Beaton, s is te r o f the C ard inal and
w ife  o f John Wardlaw, th e  c u r re n t  Lord T o rry , was g iven  th e  g if t  o f th e
action  w hich M argaret W ardlaw had ag ain s t John and E lizabeth  because
M a rg a re t had been p u t to  th e  h orn  a t th e  instance of Wawane fo r  h e r
130w ro n g fu l occupation of c e rta in  lands. While i t  is not c lear w h e th e r
E lizab e th  Wardlaw was a c tiv e ly  su p p o rtin g  Wawane against G ourlay, i t  is 
c e r ta in ly  the  case th a t th e y  w ere  both opposing M arg are t G ourlay. The  
f in a l re s u lt  is uncerta in . In  1554, the  parsonage was held by Jerome 
C heyne, and by the Reform ation Edw ard B ruce, who had p rev io u s ly  also
1 3i
been in  d ispute w ith  M a rg a re t G ourlay, was th e  parson.
Th ere  is a t least one p a ris h  ch u rch  w h ere  the  lay  patron  seems to  
have fa iled  to secure the  appo in tm ent of his nominee, though th is  fa ilu re  
may have been re la ted  more to  u n c e rta in ty  about w here the patronage  
re a lly  lay  than to any o th e r cause. The parsonage of K innoull, w hich
had been granted  to th e  canons of Cam buskenneth in the fo u rte e n th
c e n tu ry  had subsequently  become in d ep en d en t a fte r  much litig a tio n
132betw een the abbey and o th e r p o ten tia l p a tro n s . In  November 1538,
John Leslie asked fo r  a new pro v is io n , h av in g  rece ived  i t  a fte r  th e
res ig n a tio n  of William N ori, when th e  (nam eless) p a tro n  was said to  be
133u n d e r th e  tu te lage of John Campbell o f L u n d y . Just o ver a y ea r
129 J .O llivan t, The C ourt o f th e  O ffic ia l in  P re-R eform ation  Scotland  
(E d in b u rg h , 1982), 84.
130 28 March 1550 (RSS, iv , no.626).
■^3  ^ 20 A ugust 1549 (Reg. Supp. 2667, f.296 -296v ); Haws, Scottish P arish  
C lerg y , 237.
132 Cowan, Parishes. 115-6.
133 26 Nov. (Reg. Supp. 2312, f,164 -164v ).
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la te r ,  James V w ro te  to  th e  au d ito rs  o f th e  Sacred Palace to ch allen g e
L e s lie ’s r ig h t  in  th e  parsonage. The re c to r  had  resigned a t Rome in
fa v o u r  o f Leslie w ith  th e  tu to r ’s consent, re s e rv in g  the  f r u its  and
re g re s s . When William o f S anq uhar, th e  p a tro n , emerged from tu te la g e ,
he appointed  an o th er c la im ant, b u t th e  a rch b ish o p  of St. A n d rew s
re fu s e d  to  in s titu te  him. A cting  on a com plaint from  William, th e  K ing
su p p o rted  his claim ant. ^ 3^ The id e n tity  o f th is  claim ant p u t fo rw a rd  b y
William of Sanquhar is suggested  by a p e titio n  of 6 June 1540, w hen
E dw ard  Crichton sought a commission to h ear the  case against John
135L eslie , whom he s ta ted  had in tru d e d  h im self in  th e  parsonage. The
d isp u te  between C rich to n  and  Leslie continued  fo r  several years  u n t il ,
in  1547, a compromise was fin a lly  reached. E dw ard  resigned a ll r ig h t  to
th e  benefice to  th e  pope in  fa v o u r o f John in  re tu rn  fo r an a n n u a l
pension of 80 m erks Scots, w ith  William, L o rd  Crichton acced ing .
1Together th ey  sought confirm ation  o f th is  arrangem ent. Th is
re fe re n c e  to William, L ord  C rich to n , along w ith  o th e r  re ferences, such as
th e  presence of both  John Leslie and E dw ard  C richton 'p en s io n ary  o f
K yn n o u l’ as w itnesses to  a  c h a r te r  of William, L o rd  Crichton of S an q u h ar  
137and Kinnoul, and th e  nam ing of Lord  C rich to n  as the p a tro n  in  a  
ro y a l presentation  of 1550 (fo r  which see below) make i t  c le a r th a t  
William o f Sanquhar, p a tro n  in  James V ’s le t te r  o f 1540, was William L o rd  
C rich ton , not William Ham ilton of S anquhar as id e n tifie d  by H annay. I t  
appears  as though th e  p a tro n ’s nominee was o n ly  successful in  s ec u rin g  
th e  consolation of an an n u a l pension. Leslie  how ever re ta in e d  th e
^3^ 1 Jan. 1540 (James V L e tte rs . 386).
135 Reg. Supp. 2376, f.2 3 5 -2 3 5 v ; 24 Nov.1540 (B re v . Lat. 31, f.32v ).
^3® 10 Nov.1540 (Reg. Supp. 2396, f . l6 6 -1 6 6 v ); 5 A p r il 1541 (Reg. S upp. 
2434, f.223); 4 Oct.1541 (Reg. Supp. 2434, f.223 -224); 24 Aug.1547  
(Reg. Supp. 2618, f . H 4 v ).
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28 Ju ly  1545 (RMS, i i i ,  no.3201). For H an n ay ’s id en tifica tio n , see 
n.134 above.
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parsonage u n til  his resignation  in  Novem ber 1550, when David C arnegy
138was g iv en  a ro y a l p resenta tion  to the ch u rch .
A second patron  also fa iled  to  have his nominee appointed, in  th is
case because of a re fu sa l b y  the o rd in a ry  to  accept th e  presenta tion .
T h e re  is a fu r th e r  dimension to th is  case in  th a t th e  patronage o f th e
c h u rc h , th e  parsonage of In v e r a r ity  in  St. A ndrew s diocese was ra th e r
u n u s u a lly  held  a lte rn a te ly  b y  th e  L indsays, earls  o f C raw ford  and b y
139th e  archb ishops of St. Andrew s. In  th is  case, how ever, th e
a rch b ish o p  appears  to have been acting  p r im a r ily  in  his capacity  as th e
o rd in a ry  ra th e r  th an  as a lte rn a te  patron . The d isp u te  began in  th e  late
1530s w ith  th e  p e rp etu a l v icarage  of the  p a ris h , a benefice  which seems
to  have been created  te m p o ra rily  a t th e  tim e. Late  in  1537, James
Rolland sought a commission b y  b r ie f to h ear his case, claiming th a t he
had been presen ted  to the v icarag e  by  D avid , e a r l o f L indsay b u t th a t
th e  arch b ish o p  had re fused  to adm it him and had collated Hugh L indsay
in stead . ^ 49 A fte r  some litig a tio n , th is  was reso lved  in  fa v o u r of L indsay
on 24 Septem ber 1541, when James Rolland^ h av in g  res ig n ed  his r ig h t  in
th e  benefice , asked fo r  an annual pension o f 8 m erks Scots on th e
fru its  o f th e  v icarage  w ith  L in d s ay ’s agreem ent. ^ 4  ^ Rolland’s a tte n tio n
was in  fa c t soon tra n s fe rre d  to the  ‘sen io r’ benefice  o f th e  parish . Th is
had been held , and th en  re ta in ed  a fte r  he had been appointed  bishop of
142L ib a ria , b y  William Gibson who was also p ro v o s t o f R estalrig .
138 24 Nov. 1550 (RSS. iv , no.978). Edw ard C rich to n  tra n s fe rre d  his
pension to David M ethven on 25 Aug. 1550, th e  day a fte r  obta in ing  
i t  (Reg. Supp. 2618, f.288 -288v ; Reg. Lat. 1801, f.394v -3 9 5 v ).
139 Cowan, P arishes. 87.
140 13 Dec. 1537 (Reg. Supp. 2268, f.67 ).
141 7 Feb. 1539 (Reg. Supp. 2319, f.8 3 v -8 4 ); 2 Feb.1540 (Reg. Supp. 2365,
f . l0 -1 0 v ); 24 Sept.1541 (Reg. Supp. 2432, f,186v ).
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5 May 1540 (James V L e tte rs , 397); 15 Aug. 1541 (Reg. Supp. 2427. 
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Follow ing Gibson’s death, David M ethven, one o f th e  Scottish  p ro cu ra to rs
143a t  Rome, asked fo r  provision  to  the  parsonage in  Septem ber 1542. A 
m onth la te r , James Rolland appeared on th e  scene again. On 5 O ctober, 
he so ught a new provis ion  to the  benefice , s ta tin g  once more th a t he 
had been presented  b y  D avid , e a rl of C raw fo rd  fo llow ing Gibson’s death  
in  J u ly , as a ‘n o n -re s e rv e d ’ month. ^ 44 T h re e  months la te r , i t  became 
c le a r th a t  C ard inal Beaton was again d isp u tin g  his r ig h t. In  Jan u ary  
1543, Rolland claimed th a t th e  archbishop had re fu s ed  to in s titu te  him to  
th e  parsonage and he had appealed to th e  apostolic see; he asked again  
fo r  a new provision . ^ 48 Rolland was a member o f th e  U n iv e rs ity  of St. 
A ndrew s and served on severa l occasions as a commissary in  the  co u rt
1 A £
o f th e  O ffic ia l. I t  is possible th a t B eaton’s resis tance  to Rolland’s
appo in tm ent may have been personal o r re fle c te d  some aspect o f his
re la tio n s  w ith  the  U n iv e rs ity : th e re  is ho w ever no evidence to s u p p o rt
th is . What does appear to be the  case is th a t he w ished to secure the
parsonage fo r  a member of his own fam ily . In  May 1544, W alter Beaton,
th e  c a rd in a l’s e ld er b ro th e r, asked fo r  papal p ro v is io n , claim ing th a t,
fo llow ing  a d ispute betw een Rolland and him self, his opponent had
147res ig n ed  in  his fa v o u r, b y  w hich time Beaton had leg atine  powers. 
A lthoug h  the  m ajor d ispute  was betw een these two candidates, David  
M ethven  had not g iven  up his claim. On fiv e  occasions in  1545, he 
sought p rorogations of his prov is ion  beyond th e  re g u la r  th re e  years  in
1 4 0
o rd e r to oust w hat he described as the  in tru d e r . The Beatons
143 6 Sept. (Reg. Supp. 2470, f.85v ).
144 Reg. Supp. 2469, f.9 4 -9 4 v .
145 14 Jan. 1543 (Reg. Supp. 2476, f.8 7 v -8 8 ).
146 S .O llivan t, The C ourt o f th e  O ffic ia l in  n re -R e fo rm atio n  Scotland . 50.
147 22 May (Reg. Supp. 2515, f.35 ).
148 4 May (Reg. Supp. 2539, f . l7 4 V ); 9 May (Reg. Supp. 2540, f.261V ); 11
May (Reg. Supp. 2539 f.294v -295); 17 May (Reg. Supp. 2540, 
f.268v ); 28 May (Reg. Supp. 2543, f.229 ).
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a p p e a r to have been successful in  the  s h o rt ru n , how ever. When James
Beaton p e titio n ed  fo r  provision on 11 May 1545, he s tated  th a t he had
been p resen ted  b y  the  earl of C raw fo rd  and in s titu te d  by the  
149arch b ish o p . Th ere  is no fu r th e r  reco rd  a t Rome of a d ispute , and
150Rolland f in a lly  res igned  his r ig h ts  in  th e  parsonage. The lay  p atro n
may haves e v e n tu a lly  accepted the  w ishes of th e  C ard ina l. The ultim ate
b e n e fic ia ry  seems in  fa c t to have been Hugh L indsay  who, having  f i r s t
o b ta ined  th e  v ica rag e  w ith  the  su p p o rt o f C ard in a l Beaton, also held the
151parsonage b y  1561. In  th is  p a rtic u la r  case, C ard ina l Beaton appears  
to  have acted v e ry  much in  the ro le o f o rd in a ry , ra th e r  th a n  exercis ing  
pow er u n d e r th e  In d u lts  of 1539 and 1544.
The r ig h t  o f patronage to p a rish  churches , w h ich  was held  
a lte rn a te ly  by  an ecclesiastical and a lay  p a tro n  in  th e  case of 
In v e r a r i ty ,  o ften  la y  solely w ith  ecclesiastical pa trons  w ith in  cathedra ls , 
by v ir tu e  o f the  massive ap p ro p ria tio n  of both parsonages and v icarages  
to form  prebend s w ith in  the  cath ed ra ls . When the  c h u rc h  was the  
p reb en d  of e ith e r  a d ig n ita ry  o r a canon, patronage  u s u a lly  lay  w ith  
th a t in d iv id u a l. An examination of a ll th e  supp lications fo r  p a rish  
churches d u rin g  th is  period has fa iled  to  id e n tify  a n y  w here the  
appointm ent can be c lea rly  (or even fa in t ly )  id e n tifie d  w ith  th e  exercise  
of such patronage. This may sim ply be because i t  is more d iff ic u lt  to  
estab lish  re la tio n sh ip s  a t th is  leve l of th e  ch u rch  th an  w ith  th e  g re a te r  
benefices: close cross-check ing  of Vatican  reco rd s  w ith  local records
149 Reg. Supp. 2539, f.294v -295.
150 St. A. Form ., ii, no.496.
151 Haws, Scottish  P arish  C le rg y . 111.
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m ig h t establish lin ks . N everthe less , i t  rem ains a litt le  s u rp ris in g  th a t,
a t  a  time when, fo r  example, fam ilies w ere estab lish ing  de fac to
possession of benefices, no fam ily  lin k s  between canons and the
v icarages  of th e ir  p rebend s can be fo u n d  in  these records.
This is not th e  case w ith  churches  in  episcopal patronage. The
patronage of a la rg e  num ber o f such churches was perm anently  held by
bishops e ith e r d ire c tly  o r by  annexation of the  o rig in a l ch u rch  to  the
episcopal mensa a t some stage. The unopposed exercise o f these r ig h ts
can be dem onstrated in  severa l cases d u rin g  th is  perio d . The
parsonage of Collace, fo r  example, was an u n ap p ro p ria ted  parsonage in
152th e  patronage of the  archb ishop o f St. A ndrew s. Following th e  death
o f A lexander Fothringham  in  Septem ber 1537, one of the  n o n -re s e rv e d
months, A rchibald  Hay was g ran ted  i t  b y  th e  archbishop. In  F e b ru a ry
1539, he successfully  p e titio n ed  fo r  a new  provis ion , saying th a t he was
1concerned about the  v a lid ity  o f his possession. Hay, who was cousin
to  David Beaton and au th o r o f a p a n eg yric  to  the C ard inal, re ta in e d  i t
u n til his own death in  1547 when John Douglas, like  Hay, p r in c ip a l o f St.
M a ry ’s College, was g iven  ro ya l p resen ta tio n  to the parsonage. ^ 4
The archb ishop of St. A ndrew s also held the  patronage o f a n o th er
un appropria ted  parsonage, th a t o f K irk fo r th a r .4^  This was held by
H en ry  Lumsden, who was cham berlain  o f the  re g a lity  o f St. Andrew s
from  the 1520s and su b seq u en tly , w hile  g iv in g  up th a t o ffice , con tinued
in  David Beaton’s serv ice  and acted as his commissioner a t vario u s  
156times. In  M arch 1540, Lumsden res ig n ed  th e  parsonage and, to g e th e r
152 Cowan, P arishes . 33.
153 7 Feb .1539 (Reg. Supp. 2319, f.8 4 v -8 5 ).
154 Sanderson, C ard ina l o f S co tland . 12, 122; 20 Sept. (RSS, ii i,  no.2442).
The see was tech n ica lly  v acan t a t th is  date.
155 Cowan, P arishes. 120.
1 5fi Sanderson, Cardinal of Scotland. 133-4.
244.
w ith  A lexander O g ilvy  o f G lasschant, one of th re e  sons o f W alter O g ilvy
o f D unlugus, successfu lly  petitioned  th a t O g ilvy  should be p ro v id ed  to
157th e  benefice w hile  H e n ry  should re ta in  a ll the fru its  fo r  life . 
W hatever the  s h o rt-te rm  outcome of th is  arrangem ent, i t  was H en ry  
Lum sden who was described  as parson a t the  Reform ation. Having  
secured the  benefice presum ably  a t the  behest of James Beaton when he 
was archb ishop, he re ta in e d  i t  in  term s a t least o f its  f ru its  th ro u g h  to  
1560.158
A th ird  c h u rch  in  the  patronage of th e  archbishop o f S t. A ndrew s
159was the parsonage o f C a rrin g to n  in  Loth ian . E arly  in  1548, James
Hamilton, son of G avin Hamilton of O rb iston , was p resen ted  to  th e
benefice by the  crow n when i t  became vacan t follow ing th e  death  o f 
1 finJohn Megot. The see was indeed tech n ica lly  vacan t a t th a t tim e,
although  John Ham ilton had both been g ra n te d  the tem pora lities  and
been tra n s fe rre d  from  th e  b ishopric  of D unkeld  some time before . I t
seems lik e ly  th a t h is in flu en ce  was a lre a d y  being exercised and th a t th is
was a fu r th e r  case of th e  fam ily  extend ing  its  in flu en ce  b y  the
appointm ent o f members of the fam ily to ecclesiastical benefices. The
appointm ent was c e rta in ly  e ffe c tive  in  th a t James re ta in ed  th e  parsonage
1 fi1u n til some time b efo re  October 1570.
U nlike  these th re e  parsonages, the  p e rp e tu a l v ica rag e  o f S tro n say  
in  O rkney was in  th e  patronage of the  b ishopric  not because o f d ire c t
21 Mar. (Reg. Supp. 2396, f. 159—161v ); P rovis ion  (Reg. Lat. 1722, 
f . l4 v -1 6 ); re s e rv a tio n  of fru its  (Reg. Lat. 1714, f.5 9 -6 2 ).
^ 8 Haws, Scottish  P arish  C le rg y . 147.
1 Cowan, P arishes. 29.
27 Jan (B£&, i i i,  no.2607); Hamilton seeks p rovis ion , 7 Dec. 1548 (Reg. 
Supp. 2649, f.2 5 4 v ).
1 fi1 Haws, Scottish  P arish  C le rg y . 38-9; fo r  Hamilton in flu en ce  g e n e ra lly , 
see F inn ie, E ., 'The  house of Hamilton: patronage, po litics  and the  
c h u rch ’, IR , xxxv (1985), 3-28.
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p a tro n a g e , b u t because the  parsonages o f th e  th re e  S tronsay churches
162w h ich  form ed a jo in t cu re  w ere a p p ro p ria te d  to  the episcopal mensa.
On 12 M arch 1541, James Maxwell was g iven  crow n p resen ta tio n  to  the
v ic a ra g e , having  him self dem itted or ren o u n ced  the  benefice, and th e  
1see be ing  vacant. The vacancy in  th e  b ishopric  followed th e  death
o f R o b ert Maxwell, who was bishop from  1526 u n til some date b efore  9 
J a n u a ry  1541. Since James Maxwell was a lre a d y  in  possession p r io r  to  
th is  p resen ta tio n , i t  appears most probab le  th a t  he was re la ted  to  th e  
bishop in  some way and owed his ap p o in tm ent, which he re ta in e d  
th ro u g h  the  changes w ro u g h t by the  c o n stitu tio n a l developm ents o f
j /» j
1544, to  th is  connection.
Episcopal appointm ents of th is  k in d  to  p a ris h  churches could also
e n g e n d e r some opposition. The p e rp e tu a l v ic a rag e  of Montrose in  th e
diocese of B rech in , w hich was in  ep iscopal patronage because the
parsonage was annexed to the  bishop’s mensa, prov ides one example of 
165th is . When H enry  Rough died in  May 1543, John H epburn , c le rk  of
th e  diocese, obtained th e  v icarage  by o rd in a ry  a u th o rity . On 15 June,
he sought a new papal prov ision  because he doubted  the v a lid ity  o f his
o rd in a ry  in s titu tio n  -  possib ly because Rough had died in  a re se rv ed
m onth -  n o tw ithstand ing  his defect of b ir th  as th e  son o f a bishop and
1 fifian  u n m arried  woman. This suggests th a t  he was a n a tu ra l son of
John H ep b u rn , bishop o f Brechin. The date  o f Rough’s death  was such  
as to  encourage the  p o ss ib ility  of o th e r c la im ants, and David Bonar, one 
o f th e  p ro cu ra to rs  a t Rome, petitioned  fo r  p ro v is io n  fo r  him self on ly
Cowan, P arishes. 192-3.
163 RSS, ii, no. 3904.
164 Haws, Scottish. Parish. Clergy. 230.
165 Cowan, P arishes. 150.
166 Reg. Supp. 2495, f.7 9 v .
246.
1 fi7n ine  days la te r. This seems to have been a s h o rt-liv e d , and p erh ap s
a h a lf-h e a rte d , challenge to th e  b ishop’s nominee. The follow ing d ay,
John H epburn  him self p e titio n e d  fo r  p ro v is io n  because Rough had d ied
in  a rese rv ed  month, and th is  appears  to  have been successful fo r  he
1 fiftre ta in e d  the  v icarage th ro u g h  u n til  1568 *
The parsonage of K irk c h r is t, w hich was in  the  patronage of th e
bishop o f Galloway p ro v id es  a more complex example o f such  
169opposition. On 27 Ju ly  1541, John Lethane res igned  the parsonage in
th e  hands of the pope in  fa v o u r of John Spens, and to g eth er th e y
p etitio n ed  fo r  provision  fo r  Spens, w hile  Lethane was to re ta in  a ll th e
170fr u its  and the r ig h t  of re g res s . In  June 1543, John D ury  stated  th a t
he had been appointed to  th e  parsonage b y  A ndrew  D u ry , bishop o f
Galloway, when the  benefice had become v ac a n t on th e  death of Lethane
in  May o f th a t year; he asked fo r  a new p ro v is io n  since he doubted th e
v a lid ity  of th is  appointm ent, possib ly  because Lethane had died in  a  
171re s e rv e d  month. W hether th e  o rig in a l res ig n a tio n  had been designed
to  th w a rt  a possible appo in tm ent by  th e  bishop as patron  is u n c e rta in ,
b u t th a t was w hat Spens sought to ach ieve. Spens tw ice sought a
p ro ro g atio n  of his p rov is ion  in  o rd e r to  oust his opponent, followed b y
172a re q u es t fo r  a new p ro v is io n . In  June 1548, Spens asked fo r  a
p ro v is io n  si n e u tr i , fo llow ing lit ig a tio n  in s tig a te d  b y  him a t the  c u r ia  
173ag a in s t D ury . D u ry  how ever had h im self in s tig a ted  litig a tio n  ag a in s t
^87 24 June 1543 (Reg. Supp. 2495, f.70v ).
168 Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 183.
1 fiQ
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Spens in  Scotland. In  the  summer of th a t yea r th e  crow n g ran ted  D u ry
th e  escheat o f a ll the goods o f John Spens w hich  p e rta in e d  to the  Queen
because he had been declared  reb e l and p u t to the  horn  fo llow ing an
action  a g a in s t him by John D u ry , described as parson of K irk c h r is t,
174re g a rd in g  th e  ta k in g  up o f th e  fru its  of th e  v icarag e . The case
came before  the lo rds  o f Council a t the  end of 1548: th e y  decided in
fa v o u r  o f Spens, who appears  to have held i t  in  1550, a lthough  i t  is not
175know n w h e th er he d id  so fo r  much longer. The bishop s w ishes
a p p ear to have been th w a rte d  in  th is  case.
The parsonage of Tyningham e was a cause of d ispute  fo r  a  
d if fe re n t  reason, namely th e  long delay in  es tab lish in g  th e  finances o f 
th e  new College of St. M a ry ’s, to which the  c h u rch  was nom inally  
annexed in  1537. In  th e  m iddle o f the p rev io u s  y e a r, John Hay  
p e titio n ed  fo r  a new pro v is io n  to the  parsonage w hile i t  was s till
1 7fiin d ep en d en t and in  th e  patronage  of the archb ishops of St. Andrew s.
On 11 F e b ru a ry  1537, th e  parsonage being u n ite d  to th e  ’college of
c le rk s  and p ries ts  of St. A ndrew s’, Hay was g ra n te d  a ll the  fru its  o f th e  
177c h u rc h  fo r  life . John Hay was James Beaton’s nephew, and his
o rig in a l appointm ent b y  his uncle was presum ably  in ten d ed  to p ro v id e  
s u p p o rt fo r  a member o f th e  Beaton fam ily. H ow ever, the  annexation o f 
the  parsonage to th e  new college does not ap p ear to  have been e n tire ly  
welcomed b y  Hay. He was said to have res ig n ed  the fru its  o f th e  
benefice to  the  college on 7 F e b ru ary  1539, w hen W alter M ar was
174 17 A u g .1548 (ESS, i i i ,  no.2907).
175 A ndrew  D u ry , as bishop, declined to accept Spens, b u t th e  Lords  
gave ju d g m en t in  S pens’ fa v o u r ’fo r oucht th a t th a i h a if y it  sene’ 
(ADCP. 577-8 , 581 -3 ).
■^7^ Cowan, P arishes . 203; 5 J u ly  1536 (Reg. Supp. 2220, f . l4 5 v ); 24 J u ly  
1536 (Reg. Supp. 2218, f . l 5 v -1 6 ).
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au th o rised  to take  possession of the  fru its  by the college s ta ff ,  and
follow ing James Beaton’s death C ard inal Beaton g ra n te d  Mar 
178in s titu tio n . On th re e  occasions in  1538 and 1539, the  la s t two of
w hich  w ere a fte r  M ar’s in s titu tio n , Hay asked fo r  new pro v is io n , because
he doubted the v a lid ity  o f his r ig h t  and because the erec tio n  o f the
college was proceeding slow ly and his res ig n atio n  was e ffe c tiv e ly  not
179active . A fu r th e r  exp lanation  fo r  th e  d ispute  was suggested  w hen
Hay sought a commission ag a in s t spoliators  o f th e  parsonage: he claimed
th a t he had been prom ised e ith e r  a benefice of equal value  o r a pension
180on th e  benefice, b u t th a t th is  had not been done. On th e  o th e r side,
th e re  is a reco rd  of paym ent to two notaries  and b earers  who had
181executed le tte rs  a g a in s t Hay re g a rd in g  th e  parsonage, dated 1542.
John Hay continued h is cam paign w ith  a  fu r th e r  req u est fo r  a p ro v is io n
on 10 January  1542, w hen he said th a t David Beaton was s u p p o rtin g  th e
p ries ts  of St. M a ry ’s College who had been in tru d e d  in to  the
182benefice. The f in a l outcome is u n certa in : w hat is c lear is th a t  the
p a tro n ’s wishes, w h e th e r those of James and David Beaton o r th e  s ta ff  
of St. M ary ’s College, w ere not accepted w ith o u t opposition from  the  
incum bent.
Episcopal in flu en ce  m ight also be exercised more in d ire c tly . T h e re  
are  a t least two instances w here  i t  can be seen in  appointm ents made to  
vicarages of parishes whose parsonages w ere prebends w ith in  th e ir  
dioceses and w ere in  episcopal pa tronage. In  n e ith e r case, h o w ever, 
was th is  in fluence exercised unopposed. When the  v icarage  o f K ingussie  
178 Sanderson, C ard ina l, of ...5 Gotland» 122.
*78 12 June 1538 (Reg. Supp. 2292, f.9 5 ); 29 M arch 1539 (Reg. Supp.
2353, f.5 1 -5 1 v ); 28 A p ril 1539 (Reg. Supp. 2329, f.211v -2 1 2 ).
180 15 Nov. 1539 (Reg. Supp. 2355, f.24v -2 5 ).
181 St,A. Rent,, 138.
182 Reg. Supp. 2469, f . l8 2 -1 8 2 v .
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fe l l  vacan t fo llow ing th e  death of Thomas Brown, John B u rn e t was
183p ro v id e d  by apostolic a u th o r ity  late in  1534. In  A u gust o f th e
fo llow ing  y ea r, he asked fo r  a new p ro v is io n  because he th o u g h t the
184benefice  m ight s till  be re g ard e d  as vacan t. This concern  fo r  the
s e c u rity  o f his possession may have been w e ll-fo u n d ed  fo r , th e  fo llow ing  
m onth, John S tew art, A lexander S tew art and  B u rn e t w ere a ll said to  be 
s ta k in g  th e ir  claims in  com petition w ith  P a tr ic k  S tew art, who sought 
p ro v is io n  n o tw ith s tan d in g  his defect of b ir th  and age . 483 Th is  
q u a lifica tio n  suggests th a t he may have been the  n a tu ra l son of 
A lexander S tew art, b ishop o f Moray from  1529 to 1537, and th a t th e  
bishop was in s tru m en ta l in  his appointm ent th ro u g h  his co n tro l o f th e  
p reb en d . Almost tw o years  la te r, th e  d isp u te  appears to  have been  
settled : John B u rn e t ceded his r ig h t  in  th e  v icarag e  in  fa v o u r  o f 
P a tric k  who asked fo r  su rro g atio n  in  th a t r ig h t  and p ro v is io n  in  A p ril
1 ftfi1537. No fu r th e r  reco rd  of the d ispute  has been traced : a lthough
187D avid Carnegie was described  as v ic a r o f K ingussie in  A ugust 1545, i t  
is  p e rfe c tly  possible th a t  S tew art re ta in ed  i t  u n til sometime before  th a t  
date.
The second example also concerns th e  diocese of M oray u n d e r
P a tr ic k  H epburn , S te w a rt’s successor as bishop. A fte r  Thomas Hay died
in  A p ril 1543, William Gordon, chancellor o f th e  diocese, o b ta ined  the
188v icarag e  of D u ff us b y  special reservatio n  in  J u ly  of th a t y e a r. E a rly  
in  1544, how ever, he faced opposition from  William H ep b u rn , who sought
183 3 Nov. 1534 (Reg. La t. 1662, f .H 5 v -1 1 8 v ).
184 31 Aug. 1535 (Reg. Supp. 2185, f .5 9 -5 9 v ).
185 25 Sept. (Reg. Supp. 2185, f .H 3 v -1 1 4 ).
186 24 A p ril (Reg. Supp. 2245, f.3 0 -30 v ).
187 R £ £ , ii i,  no. 1865.
188 20 Ju ly  (Reg. Supp. 2489, f,164v -1 6 5 ).
250.
pro v is io n  in  commendam t i l l  he was 18 and then  in  titu lu m , ad m ittin g
189th a t he was th e  son of a p rie s t and an unm arried  woman. The
parsonage was a p reb en d  of the ca th ed ra l and in  episcopal 
p atronage, so i t  seems lik e ly  th a t th e  b ishop’s in flu e n ce  was
extend ing  down to  th e  v icarag e , and th a t William was one o f h is fam ily
and possib ly  even  his son. I t  is not c lear w h eth er he was successfu l a t
191least in  th e  s h o rt ru n , because in  1545 William Lyle  ap p ears  as v ic a r .
However th e  parsonage was held f i r s t  by P atrick  H ep b u rn , son o f the
192bishop, and su b seq u en tly  by  a William H epburn  from  1552 u n t il  1562.
I t  is possible th a t  th e  two William H epburns a re  id en tica l and  th a t  th is
in d iv id u a l, h av in g  f i r s t  held the  v icarag e , th en  succeeded a  re la tiv e  in
th e  p reb en d , th o u g h  the  evidence has not been found to co n firm  th is .
The o th e r m ajor source of ecclesiastical patronage in  p arish es  was 
the  m onasteries, fo r  a la rg e  num ber o f churches w ere a p p ro p ria te d  to  
these houses. G iven th a t patronage w ith in  any p a r t ic u la r  re lig io u s  
house m ight be in flu en ced  by  several in d iv id u a ls , i t  is n o t a lw ays easy  
to id e n tify  th e  exercise of such patronage. N everth e less , th e re  are  
several instances w here  such in fluences can be id e n tif ie d , p erhaps  
p a rtic u la r ly  w here  th e  head of th e  house seems to have exerc ised  his  
a u th o rity .
The r ig h ts  o f monastic patrons w ere exerc ised  w ith o u t 
encou ntering  an y  opposition on severa l occasions. Successive Beaton  
abbots of A rb ro a th  succeeded in  p lacing members of th e  fa m ily  in  th re e
189 19 Feb. 1544 (Reg. Supp. 2505, f . l0 6 v ).
1 QO Cowan, P arish es . 49.
191 Moray Reg.. 360.
192 Haws, P arish es . 66.
251.
ch u rch es  a p p ro p ria ted  to th a t house. The f i r s t  two o f these were
lin k e d  to g e th e r in  a tran sactio n  w hich  was a s id e -e ffe c t o f David
B eaton’s own res ig n atio n  of the  com m endatorship of A rb ro a th  in  hands
193of th e  pope in  fa v o u r of his nephew James Beaton, in  1545. On 22
M arch  1546, when James Beaton was p ro v id e d  to  A rb ro a th , D av id ’s son,
A lexander, was also g iven  a ll th e  f ru its  o f th e  parsonages o f A b ern e th y
194and M onifie th  as a g if t  from  his fa th e r . This tran sactio n  was not
s tr ic t ly  an appointm ent to a cu re , in  th a t  th e  two churches concerned
w ere  u n ited  to th e  abbey of A rb ro a th  and w ere both served  by
p en s io n ary  v icars . A lexander Beaton was described as parson of
A b e rn e th y  a t the  Reform ation, so c le a r ly  th e  g if t  was successfu lly
195re ta in e d  in  the  in te rv e n in g  years.
The o th e r c h u rch  a p p ro p ria ted  to  A rb ro a th  w hich was p u t in
Beaton hands was the  p e rp e tu a l v ica rag e  o f B anff, th is  time presum ably
th ro u g h  the offices o f James Beaton d u r in g  th e  sh o rt period  when he
was commendator o f th e  abbey. On 16 M arch 1548, James Beaton said
th a t he had been g iven  the v icarag e  in  commendam t i l l  h is 18th year
and th e n  fu lly  by  apostolic a u th o r ity  on 28 A ugust 1547, fo llow ing the
death  o f B ern ard  C arg ill, his predecessor. He fe lt  how ever th a t he
could not pub lish  th e  commend in  tim e and  sought p ro ro g atio n  fo r  6 
196months. The mention in  the  supp lica tion  of James’s sta tus  as the  son
of a  p re la te  ind icates  th a t he was a n o th e r son of th e  C ard inal,
leg itim ated  a t the  same time as A lexander, and th e re fo re  cousin to the
commendator. L a te r th a t year, James Salmond obliged on his behalf fo r
th e  annates of p rov is ion  and, a lth o u g h  i t  is not c lear how long he held  
193 For Beaton’s res ig n a tio n , see above, p .96-97 .
^9^ Reg. Vat. 1672, f . l3 3 -1 3 3 v ; see also St. A. Form ., ii,  331. A lexander 
was leg itim ated  on 1 A ugust 1545 ( RSS. ii i,  no. 1263).
195 Cowan, Parishes, 3-4; Haws, Scottish  P arish  C le rg y . 6 ).
196 Reg. Supp. 2642, f.238v -239.
th e  v ic a ra g e , th e re  is no reason to doubt th a t he did re ta in  i t  fo r  some 
197time.
R o b ert C airncross, abbot o f Holyrood, appears  to  have in d u lg ed  in
th e  same p rac tice . When th e  p e rp etu a l v ica rag e  o f Twynholm , one o f
severa l ch u rch es  in  th e  diocese of Galloway a p p ro p ria te d  to  Holyrood,
fe ll v ac a n t, John C airncross petitioned  the  papacy fo r  a  new pro v is io n
in  M arch 1539. He claimed th a t he had a lre a d y  obta ined  possession b y
o rd in a ry  a u th o r ity , b u t th a t some doubted th is  p ro v is io n , and th is  was
the  reason fo r  his req u est, made n o tw ithstand ing  his d e fect o f b ir th  as
198the  son o f a p r ie s t and u n m arried  woman. G iven th is  statem ent, i t
seems lik e ly  th a t  he was th e  n a tu ra l son of the  abbot leg itim ated  in  th e  
199p reced in g  y ear. A lthough R obert Cairncross was tra n s fe rre d  to  th e
b ishopric  o f Ross in  Novem ber 1538, John’s p e titio n  suggests th a t his  
o rd in a ry  p ro v is io n  p red ated  his petition  by some time and could  
th e re fo re  have taken  place before R obert’s tra n s fe r . There  is no 
evidence of opposition to his appointm ent o th e r th an  the  vague  
statem ent in  th is  supplication . In  the  lig h t o f th is , i t  seems lik e ly  th a t  
he re ta in e d  possession fo r  some time.
In  these instances, th e  fam ily connection w ith  th e  head of th e  
re lig ious house was e xp lic it o r, in  the las t case, a reasonable  
assum ption. Th ere  is one instance w here a fam ily  connection seems 
lik e ly , a lth o u g h  not perhaps so clear. This re la te s  to the  p e rp e tu a l 
v icarag e  o f In v e rk ip , a c h u rch  w hich was a p p ro p ria te d  to P ais ley .299 
The abbot o f Paisley from  1525 u n til 1547 was John Ham ilton. In  M arch  
1538, John B allan tyne sought a new pro v is io n , hav in g  p re v io u s ly
197 30 Dec. 1548 (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /2 4 6 ).
198 22 M arch (Reg. Supp. 2341, f.217 -218).
199 2 Septem ber (ESS, ii ,  no.2366).
200 Cowan, P arishes . 89.
201ob ta in ed  i t  by  o rd in a ry  a u th o r ity . He held  i t  fo r  on ly  a  fu r t h e r  19 
m onths fo r , on 25 Septem ber 1539, he was said to  have res ig n ed  in  the  
hands o f the  pope, and William Hamilton asked fo r  p ro v is io n , w h ile  a ll 
th e  fru its  w ere to  be re s e rv e d  to  John fo r  life  and reg ress  w ould be
g iv e n  to William i f  John died o r res ig n ed , and th is  p e tit io n  was
pop 203g ra n te d . Ham ilton held th e  v ica rag e  u n til he res ig n ed  in  1550.
The likelihood of a connection w ith  th e  a b b o t’s fam ily  is s tre n g th e n e d
b y  th e  fa c t th a t he was appoin ted  archdeacon of th e  Chapel Royal in
1543 ‘by  p resen ta tio n  of th e  Queen and h e r g o vern o r’ , su g g estin g  th a t
th e  in fluence of th e  e a rl o f A rra n , b ro th e r  o f the  abbot o f P ais ley , was
204in s tru m en ta l in  th e  appointm ent.
The p e rp e tu a l v ica rag e  of Carm unnock may also illu s tra te  the
in flu en ce  of John Hamilton when abbot o f Paisley. When i t  became
v ac a n t foUowing th e  death o f James F o re s te r, A rch ibald  Ham ilton, p a ris h
c le rk  o f Bothwell (an o th er Hamilton c h u rc h ) was g iven  ro y a l p re se n ta tio n
205to  th e  v icarage on 22 Septem ber 1547. In  th is  case, th e re  was a
fu r th e r  source of Ham ilton in fluence  in  th a t the  manor o f Carm unnock
90fiwas th e  p ro p e rty  o f th a t fam ily . A rch ib a ld  Hamilton re ta in e d  the
207v icarag e  a t least u n t il  1557.
Such a c t iv ity  on b eh a lf o f members o f an ab b o t’s fam ily  was lik e ly  
to be w idespread. The p e rp e tu a l v ic a rag e  o f Pencaitland, th e  parsonage
201 10 M arch (Reg. Supp. 2278, f.268 -268v ).
292 Reg. Supp. 2353, f. 107-108; Provis ion  (Reg. Lat. 1701, f.4 4 v -4 5 v );
Regress o f f r u its  and re se rv a tio n  o f reg ress  (Reg. Lat. 1701, 
f.45v -4 6 v ),
293 ESS, iv , no.647.
294 ESS, iii, no.498.
295 ESS, iii, no.2446.
296 OPS, i, 64.
297 Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 37.
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o f w hich  was un ited  to th e  abbey of D ry b u rg h , may have been a ffe c ted  
208in  th is  way. James S te w a rt was com m endator o f the  abbey from  1523
u n t i l  1547. In  A ugust 1535, William S te w a rt sought new p ro v is io n
because, despite having  obta ined  p ro v is io n  b y  o rd in a ry  a u th o r ity , he
doubted  th e  v a lid ity  o f th is  and fea red  th a t  i t  m ight be re g a rd e d  as
209being  vacan t, and th is  re q u e s t was rep ea te d  alm ost two years la te r .
T h e re  is no evidence th a t  his possession was in  fa c t th rea ten ed  in  an y
210w ay, and he held the  v ica rag e  u n til 1548. A lthough a fam ily  lin k
w ith  John S tew art cannot be p ro ved , i t  does seem a t least possible.
A p a rt from members of the  ab b o t’s fam ily , th e re  were occasions
w hen th e  head of a re lig io u s  house m ight a p p o in t others  who w ere
associated w ith  them in  vario u s  ways to  c h u rch es  ap p ro p ria ted  to  th e
house. An example of th is  p ractice  can be seen w ith  the v ica rag e  o f
A rb ro a th  w hich , not s u rp r is in g ly , was a p p ro p ria te d  to  the n earb y  abbey.
In  1535, James Auchmowty, who was one o f D avid  Beaton’s household and
acted  from  time to time as cham berlain o f A rb ro a th , was p resen ted  by
911th e  abbot to  the v icarag e . Follow ing Jam es’s death, his b ro th e r
R o b ert Auchmowty, g ra n ite r  in  the ab b ey , was presented  by th e  crow n
in  O ctober 1547, d u rin g  the  vacancy in  th e  see and while James Beaton
212 213was abbot. Robert re ta in e d  possession o f th e  benefice t i l l  1578.
In  a ll these cases, the  wishes of th e  head of the  re lig ious house
appears  to have been fu lf ille d  w ith o u t ev id en ce  o f opposition from  an y
208 Cowan, Parishes. 162.
2^ 8 29 Aug. 1535 (Reg. Supp. 2190, f,10v - l l ) ;  2 M arch 1537 (Reg. Supp. 
2239, f.52v -5 3 v ).
210 RS£, iii,  no.2985.
211 13 Dec. 1535 (Arb. L ib ., ii ,  no.830); fo r  James Auchm owty’s lin k s  w ith  
David Beaton, see Sanderson, C ard in a l o f S co tland . 27.
2^2 3 Oct. 1537 (RSS. ii i,  no.2478); Sanderson, ib id .. 221.
213 Haws, S cottish  P arish  C lergy . 215.
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source. This was not a lw ays th e  case, however; th e re  are  m any
examples o f churches a p p ro p ria te d  to monastic houses w h ere
appointm ents made a p p a re n tly  b y  abbots o r o th e r heads ran  in to
opposition from  o th e r p e titio n e rs . The e ffo rts  o f James Sandelands,
p re ce p to r o f th e  K nights  H o sp ita lle rs ’ house a t Torph ichen , to secure
possession fo r  his nominee to  th e  p e rp e tu a l v icarag e  of Aboyne, th e
parsonage of w hich was a p p ro p ria te d  to th e  house, did not go
unchallenged. When the  benefice  fe ll vacant on th e  death o f R o b ert
Scheves, R obert F ra se r, d escrib in g  him self as tre a s u re r  of Ross, asked
fo r  p rov is ion  to the  v ic a rag e  on 27 A p ril 1548, saying  th a t p resen ta tio n
norm ally  lay  w ith  the  p re c e p to r o f Torphichen; th e  req u es t was rep ea ted
tw ice w ith in  the  fo llow ing m onth, when he ad d itio n a lly  described h im self
214as of noble b ir th . T h e re  is in  fa c t no evidence th a t he was
215tre a s u re r  o f Ross. His a ttem p t to  secure th e  v icarage  by  papal
a u th o rity  was to come to g r ie f  fo r , late  in  1548, the p a tro n , James
Sandelands, p recep to r o f th e  house, was said to  have presented  A r th u r
T e lfe r  to th e  o rd in a ry  fo r  in s titu tio n  and he had been p ro p e rly  p u t in
possession. Because F ra s e r was lit ig a tin g  a t the  papal co u rt, T e lfe r  now
916sought a new provis ion  to  secure his position. W hatever th e
immediate outcome, th e  evidence is c lear th a t T e lfe r  successfu lly
re ta in ed  possession o f th e  benefice  u n til a f te r  the  Reform ation,
917v in d ica tin g  the  a u th o r ity  o f th e  p a tro n  against F ra s e r ’s challenge.
27 A p ril (Reg. Supp. 2645, f . l5 4 -1 5 4 v ); 5 May (Reg. Supp. 2631, 
f.258 -258v ); 23 May (Reg. Supp. 2631, f.257v -2 5 8 ).
215 See F a s ti. 280-1 fo r  names o f T reasu re rs . I t  is possible th a t F ra s e r  
was one of fo u r n a tu ra l sons of Paul F ra se r, dean of Ross from  
1520 to  1545. T h ey  w ere  leg itim ated  on 28 M arch 1544 (RMS, ii i,  
no.3006).
216 20 Nov. 1548 (Reg. Supp. 2671, f.3 5 -3 5 v ).
21 7 Haws, Scottish Parishs C lergy , 7.
T h e re  a re  a t least tw o cases w here members of the  fam ilies o f
re c e n t abbots w ere successfu l in  re ta in in g  parochia l benefices ag a in s t
opposition , and w here i t  is a t least not u n lik e ly  th a t th e y  had th e
s u p p o rt o f th e  house in  doing so. Two members o f th e  Shaw fam ily ,
George and  R obert, w ere  abbots o f Paisley e a r lie r  in  the  s ix teen th
c e n tu ry . R o b ert became bishop of M oray in  1525 and died two years
la te r . The v icarag e  of K ilb a rch an , a p a rish  ap p ro p ria ted  to  th e  ab b ey  
218of P ais ley , was k ep t in  th e  hands o f th e ir  fam ily  a fte r  th e ir  deaths.
In  J u ly  1541, James Shaw res ig n ed  in  the hands o f the  pope and in
fa v o u r o f Simon Shaw, described  as a canon of Glasgow, b u t re ta in in g
a ll th e  f r u its  and o th e r reven u es  and the  use of the  house fo r  life
to g e th e r w ith  th e  r ig h t  o f re g res s  i f  Simon yielded o r died, and th is
219p e titio n  was successful. In  th e  course o f the  next y ea r, how ever,
th e  fa m ily ’s possession was tw ice  th rea ten ed . F irs t  of a ll, on 6
Decem ber, th e  crown p resen ted  P e te r Huchesoun to th e  v icarage , w hich
was said to  be vacant by  th e  in h a b ility  of John Duncanson who was a t
220th e  horn  fo r  seeking th e  a rch d eaco n ry  of M oray. Then in  June o f
the  fo llow ing y e a r, Adam Cunningham  p etitioned  th e  pope fo r  p ro v is io n
to th e  benefice , claim ing th a t i t  was void b y  the death o f A lexander
H arvey  in  a  rese rv ed  month; i t  is c lear th a t opposition to  the  claim was
expected, fo r  Cunningham  asked th a t o th e r claims should be tre a te d  as
221n u ll and vo id  on grounds o f in cap ac ity . The Shaws may in  fa c t have  
re ta in ed  possession th ro u g h o u t th is  period . C erta in ly , R obert re ­
appeared in  Jan u ary  1543, seeking  provis ion  p e rin d e  va le re  both to
218 Cowan, P arishes . 94.
219 27 J u ly  (Reg. Supp. 2427, f.2 2 v -2 3 v ); Provision (Reg. Lat. 1714, f .1 5 -
16); R eservation  of f r u its  and r ig h ts  of reg ress  (Reg. Lat. 1747, 
f. 198-199).
220 R ££ , ii ,  no.4336.
221 19 June 1542 (Reg. Supp. 2459, f . l4 0 v ).
c o rre c t th e  erroneous value p re v io u s ly  s ta ted  fo r  th e  v ica rag e  and,
more s ig n ific a n tly , to  p u t on record  the  fa c t th a t  he had been dispensed
from  d efect o f b ir th  as the  son of a C luniac abbot and an  unm arried
222woman, c le a rly  im p ly in g  his lin k  w ith  P a is ley ’s p rev io u s  abbot. This
was no t s u ffic ie n t to  oust his r iv a ls , fo r  thoug h John Duncanson
res ig n ed  his r ig h ts  almost two years  la te r , i t  was o n ly  in  fa v o u r o f
William Alan, and th e  newcomer tw ice p e titio n e d  again him self, on the
f i r s t  occasion seeking  prorogation  of his p ro v is io n  on th e  grounds th a t
223he s till had to oust the in tru d e r , James Shaw. I t  is the  case,
how ever, th a t James Shaw, presum ably as th e  holder o f the  fru its ,
rem ained v ic a r  in  1546 and, in  the  absence of c o n tra ry  evidence, i t
seems lik e ly  th a t th e  Shaw fam ily , descendants of the  p rev io u s  abbots,
224successfu lly  fended  o ff the  claims of these com petitors.
The p e rp e tu a l v icarage of M in ig a ff was the  s u b jec t o f a not 
dissim ilar sequence of events a few  years  e a r lie r . The parsonage of the  
ch u rch  was annexed to  Tongland, w hich  in  tu r n  had been annexed to
ooc
th e  b ishopric  o f Galloway in 1530. D avid  A rn o t was both bishop of 
Galloway from  1508 to  1526 and com m endator o f Tongland, re ta in in g  the  
la t te r  o ffice  a fte r  he had resigned  th e  episcopacy and re ta in in g  some of 
th e  f ru its  o f th e  abbacy follow ing its  annexation  to  th e  b ishopric . On 3 
November 1534, James S tra th au ch in  so u g h t p rov is ion  to th e  v icarag e , 
supposedly fo llow ing th e  death o f D avid  A rn o t and a d ispute  betw een
222 15 Jan u ary  (Reg. Supp. 2476, f.8 5 v -8 6 v ).
223 3 Sept. 1544 (Reg. Supp. 2520, f.7 2 v -7 3 ; PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 7 5 ); 15 Jan.
1545 (Reg. Supp. 2530, f . l 7 v -1 8 );  22 Jan. 1545 (Reg. Supp. 2531, 
f.2 6 -2 6 v ).
224 Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 119.
225 Cowan, P arishes , 148; Cowan and Easson, M edieval Religious Houses: 
Scotland. 103.
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him self and A ndrew  A rnot. Four yea rs  la te r , a more com plicated
p ic tu re  emerged. In  a p e titio n  of 24 May 1538, th e  v icarage was said to
have been void by the  death  o f David Vaus, follow ing w hich A ndrew
A rn o t was said to  have obta ined i t  b y  o rd in a ry  a u th o rity  and James
S tra th a u ch in  b y  apostolic p rov is ion . A lthoug h  S tra th a u ch in  had
rece ived  a judgm ent in  th e  Rota in  his fa v o u r , the two r iv a ls  had
reached  a settlem ent by w hich  James would re s ig n  in  fa v o u r o f A ndrew ,
w hile  A ndrew  would p ro v id e  two annual pensions of £10 Scots to  H en ry
P itc a irn  and Thomas S tra th a u ch in , and James would re ta in  the  r ig h t  of
reg ress . I t  was th is  concord fo r  w h ich  to g e th er th e y  sought 
227ap p ro va l. The records c le a rly  c o n flic t w ith  re g a rd  to th e  p re v io u s
h o ld er o f the v icarage; w h a tev e r the  fac ts  on th a t po in t, i t  seems
probab le  th a t Andrew  A rn o t was re la te d  in  some way to the  p re v io u s  
228commendator. A ndrew  c e rta in ly  re ta in e d  th e  v icarage , a lth o u g h  on ly
229fo r  a sh o rt time, since he res ig n ed  i t  th re e  yea rs  la te r.
There  is a t least one instance w here  th e  e ffo rts  o f an a b b o t to
place his nominee in  a benefice in  his p a tro n ag e  ended in  fa ilu re . The
v icarag e  of K inerny in  the  diocese of A b erdeen , a church  a p p ro p ria te d
230to  A rb ro a th , had been held since 1535 b y  James Lindsay. In  A u g u st
1540, L indsay resigned  and asked , along w ith  A lexander Kyd, succentor
o f Aberdeen, th a t Kyd be g iven  papal p ro v is io n , w hile he should be
g ran ted  a ll the  fru its  and re tu rn s  and  th e  r ig h t  o f re g res s  as an
223 Reg. Supp. 2181, f.200v -201; S tra th a u c h in  obliges fo r  annates, 10 
June 1536 (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /4 1 -2 ) .  F o r D avid  A rn o t, see also 
Wigtownshire ChrsM 6.
227 Reg. Supp. 2285, f.125-127 .
228 David Vaus was v ic a r  o f M in ig a ff in  1518 (W igtownshire O h rs ..
no.225). David A rn o t did no t die t i l l  c. 1536 /7 , w hich casts d o u b t 
on the  accuracy of th e  p e titio n  w hich  s ta ted  th a t he was dead b y  
November 1534 ( F a s ti. 132).
229 21 May 1541 (R£&, ii, no.4024).
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annual pension fo r  life , and John Johnson, a p r ie s t in  th e  diocese,
should be aw ard ed  a pension of 10 m erks Scots p e r annum  on the
231fru its ; these req u es ts  w ere g ran ted . E arly  th e  fo llo w in g  y ear,
how ever, Adam M u re , a  s e rv a n t o f D avid  Beaton, was p re s e n te d  to  the
v icarag e  b y  th e  C ard ina l and rece ived  le tte rs  o f co lla tion  from  th e
232bishop, William Gordon. Gordon appears s u b seq u en tly  to  have
rescinded th is  collation and tra n s fe rre d  his su p p o rt to  K yd. In  th e
middle o f 1542, M ure  petitioned  fo r  a commission to n u ll ify  a  re tra c tio n
he had made o f his mandate to the  v ica rag e  w hich had allow ed Kyd to
233seek papal p ro v is io n . This e ffo r t  to reg a in  the  benefice  appears  to
have been unsuccessfu l, fo r , a lthough  M ure won his case in  an action  in
1542 before th e  lo rd s  of Council, he su b seq u en tly  reached  a  settlem ent
w ith  Kyd in  June 1544 by  w hich Kyd was to rece ive  th e  v ic a ra g e  and
Mure was to o b ta in  an annual pension of £20 Scots to g e th e r  w ith  the
r ig h t  of re g re s s , and th is  received papal approva l. Kyd co n tin u ed  to
234hold the  v ic a rag e  a t  the  Reform ation. M ure may have become less
concerned about th is  benefice fo llow ing his appo in tm ent to  a  more 
substan tia l b enefice , the  subdeanery o f T r in ity  collegiate c h u rch . The  
episode also illu s tra te s  th e  way in  w h ich  th e  wishes of a  p a tro n  could  
be th w a rte d  th ro u g h  the  exercising o f th e  b ishop’s r ig h t  to  a g ree  to  o r  
re fuse  collation.
The outcome o f each of these d isputes  discussed above is c lear.
This is not a lw ays th e  case: th e re  w ere  a t least tw o d isp u tes  o ver
benefices in  monastic patronage w here  th e  fin a l re s u lt  is  u n c erta in .
231 11 Aug. 1540 (Reg. Supp. 2396, f.237v -2 3 8 v ); Provis ion  (Reg. Vat.
1559, f . l3 7 -1 3 8 v ). On 20 Novem ber, Kyd sought p ro ro g a tio n  o f his  
pro v is io n  fo r  6 months (Reg. Supp. 2422, f.247 -247v ).
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Sanderson, C ard in a l o f Scotland. 109.
233 16 J u ly  1542 (Reg. Supp. 2459, f . l4 3 v -1 4 4 ).
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27 June (Reg. Supp. 2515, f .3 5 -3 5 v ); P rovis ion  (Reg. La t. 1751, f .1 4 4 -  
145); Haws, Scottish Parish C le rg y . 136.
These cases, re la tin g  to  th e  v icarages  o f Lunan and M urroes, a re  in  fa c t
lin ke d . Both churches w ere  in  th e  patronage o f A rb ro a th  and th e re  is
evidence to  ind icate  s u p p o rt from  David Beaton fo r  p a rtic u la r c la im ants.
Beaton presented  David C h ris tiso n  to  the  v ica rag e  o f Lunan on 29 June
1526 and Thomas D alrym ple to  th a t of M urroes on 15 F e b ru ary  1532.23^
T h re e  years  la te r , D a lrym ple  res igned  th e  second of these benefices to
th e  pope, and David C h ris tiso n  successfu lly  sought prov ision , w h ils t
re s e rv in g  a pension o f 20 m erks Scots on th e  f ru its  fo r D alrym ple.
S u p p o rt fo r  C hristison  may be im plied, not on ly  from his o r ig in a l
p resen ta tio n , b u t also from  th e  fa c t th a t he was active  in  B eaton ’s
237serv ice  d u rin g  the  1530s and  e a r ly  1540s. E a rly  the  fo llow ing y e a r ,
how ever, Thomas C an n art, a  c le rk  of St. A ndrew s diocese, claimed th a t
C hris tison  was u n la w fu lly  occup ying  the  two v icarages  and asked fo r
papal p rov ision , fo llow ing th is  up  in  A p ril 1536 w ith  a second claim th a t
he had obtained the  v ic a ra g e  o f Lunan by apostolic a u th o rity  and th a t
i t  was now necessary to  seek p ro ro g atio n  fo r  6 months so th a t he could  
238oust an in tru d e r . In  th e  absence of c lear evidence one way o r th e
o th e r, the  fin a l outcome o f th is  cannot be determ ined, though i t  is  
perhaps more lik e ly  th a t C h ris tiso n  successfully  re ta in ed  both v ic a rag e s .
There  were a num ber o f p a ris h  churches a p p ro p ria ted  to re lig io u s  
houses w here i t  was th e  p ra c tic e  to ap po in t members of the  house to  
serve the  cure. For obvious reasons, th is  was much more common w ith
nqc
P resentation  of C h ris tiso n  (A rb . L ib .. I I ,  455); p resen ta tion  of 
Dalrym ple (A rb . L ib .. I I ,  512).
236 12 Oct. 1535 (Reg. Supp. 2187, f.7 2 -72 v ); p ro v is io n  (Reg. Lat. 1690,
f.35v -3 7 ).
237 Sanderson, C ard inal o f S co tlan d . 27,40.
238 5 Jan. 1536 (Reg. Supp. 2210, f.54V-5 5 ); 19 A p ril (Reg. Supp. 2224,
f.289v ).
239houses o f re g u la r  canons. These benefices , along w ith  a few  cases
w h ere  monks from  a monastic house w ere  appo in ted , form  a d is tin c t
c a teg o ry  o f th e ir  own, i f  on ly  because th e  lin k  betw een th e  claim ants
and  th e  re lig ious  house is usually  v e ry  c le a r. In  two instances, canons
o f th e  house w hich  held  the  patronage secured  possession o f the
ch u rch es  concerned w ith o u t encountering  a n y  counter-c la im s. Th is  was
tw ice  th e  case w ith  th e  pensionary v ic a rag e  o f W hithorn  d u rin g  th e
1540s. Late in  1541, A ndrew  Stevenson res ig n e d  the  v icarag e  in  fa v o u r
o f R o b ert Stevenson, a  canon of the p r io ry  o f W hithorn  to w hich  the
ch u rch  was ap p ro p ria ted . Together th e y  p e titio n e d  fo r  p ro v is io n  to the
v ic a rag e  to be made to R obert while A ndrew  was to  re ta in  a ll th e  f ru its
and re tu rn s  fo r  life  to g e th e r w ith  the r ig h t  o f re g re s s .243 E ig h t years
la te r , A ndrew  Stevenson died in  A p ril, a re s e rv e d  month. I t  is n o t c lear
w h at had happened to  R obert Stevenson in  th e  meantime, b u t on th is
occasion, i t  was John Johnston, described as a c la u s tra l canon, who
sought p ro v is io n . A lthoug h not id e n tifie d  as such in  th e  p e titio n , he
can be c o n fid en tly  id e n tifie d  as a canon a t W h ith orn  b y  his appearance
as such w itnessing  c h a rte rs  a  few  years e a r l ie r .24 ^  Johnson re ta in e d
242possession of th e  v ic a rag e  u n til w ell past 1560.
A second instance o f an unopposed ap p o in tm ent o f th is  k in d  seems
to  have occurred  w ith  th e  p e rp e tu a l v ic a rag e  o f T ra n e n t, th e  parsonage
243o f w hich  was a p p ro p ria ted  to the abbey o f Holyrood. A t th e  end of
OOQ
I.B.Cowan, 'The re lig io u s  and the  cu re  o f souls in  m edieval S co tlan d ,’ 
RSCHS. x iv  (1960 -2 ), 215-30.
243 20 Dec. 1541 (Reg. Supp. 2407, f.261); R o b ert S tevenson also ap p ears  
as a canon w itnessing  c h arte rs  d u rin g  th e  1530s (Wi g town s h ire  
C h rs .. nos.20,23,25); A ndrew  is id e n tifie d  as s u b p rio r in  1536 and  
1537 ( ib id .. nos.23,25).
241 2 Oct. 1549 (Reg. Supp. 2677, f . l6 -1 6 v ); W igtow nshire  C h rs ..
nos.23,25,31,35,265.
242 Haws, Scottish -Parish Clergy» 247.
243 Cowan, Parishes. 200.
Decem ber 1536, William Forman, named as an A u g u stin ian  canon, so u g h t
p ro v is io n  to the  v icarage , s ta tin g  th a t i t  was v a c a n t certo  modo o r b y
th e  death  o f James Lain in  a rese rved  m onth .244 T h ere  is no specific
confirm atio n  o f the  success o f th is  petition : n o r, how ever, is th e re  a n y
evidence suggesting  counter-c la im s. I t  is l ik e ly  th a t Forman was
succeeded b y  another canon of Holyrood, in  th e  form  of S tephen M o ffe t,
who is s im ila rly  described as an A ugustin ian  canon in  the documents in
w hich he res igned  in  fa v o u r o f John Rea e ig h t years  la te r .24^
The serv ice  of churches b y  members o f th e  community o f th e
house to  w hich th e y  w ere a p p ro p ria ted  was n o t e n tire ly  lim ited  to
houses o f re g u la r  canons. I t  was not unknow n fo r  monks to do so as
well: a lth o u g h  th is  was fo rb id d e n  by  th e  C ouncil o f Po itiers  in  1100,
th e re  is evidence th a t as th e  monastic d isc ip lin es  w ere less s t r ic t ly
94-fien fo rced , such ru les  w ere ignored  a t least on occasions. D u rin g  th e
period  u n d e r consideration, th e re  a re  two examples o f unopposed
appointm ents of th is  k in d . When C h ris to p h e r Boyd res ig n ed  th e
p e rp e tu a l v icarage  of Monkton in  1537 in  th e  hands o f th e  pope, i t  was
in  o rd e r  th a t John Sandelands, a monk o f P ais ley , to  w hich  th e
parsonage of the  ch u rch  was a p p ro p ria ted , should be g iven  p ro v is io n ,
a lthough  Boyd was to re ta in  a ll the  fru its , th e  te in d s  and the  g lebe fo r
247l ife  along w ith  th e  r ig h t  o f reg ress . S andelands held  i t  t i l l  h is death  
in  1541. Boyd may him self have died before  th en : i f  not, his r ig h t  o f 
reg ress  did not secure his re tu rn  to  th e  v ic a ra g e , because i t  was James
244 15 Dec. 1536 (Reg. Supp. 2233, f . l4 1 v -1 4 2 ).
24  ^ 14 May 1544 (Reg. Supp. 2519, f.209 -210); P ro v is io n  (Reg. Lat. 1752,
f.123 -124).
Cowan, 'The  re lig ious and the  cure  o f souls,' 228-9 .
27 Aug. (Reg. Supp. 2259, f.279-279V ); G ran t o f pension (Reg. Lat. 
1674, f . l8 2 v -1 8 4 v ).
F o rester, v ic a r  o f Carm unnock and c e rta in ly  not a monk, who succeeded  
him .248
The second example of th is  k in d  of appointm ent is seen w ith  the
p e rp e tu a l v ica rag e  o f In v e rk e ilo r , a  ch u rch  whose parsonage was
249ap p ro p ria ted  to A rb ro a th . In  May 1548, d u rin g  th e  vacan cy  in  the
see, Thomas R u th e rfo rd , th e  s u b p rio r o f the  abbey, was g iven  crown
presen ta tion  to th e  benefice w hen i t  became void by th e  re s ig n a tio n  o f
250James O g ilvy , th e  p rev ious  v ic a r. I t  seems not u n lik e ly  th a t th is
re flec ted  th e  w ishes of the  abbey and c e rta in ly  th e re  was no opposition  
recorded. How long R u th e rfo rd  held th e  church  is not known: he was 
not however in  possession a t th e  Reform ation when A lexander F o rre s t 
was the v ic a r .2^
As w ith  o th e r churches in  th e  patronage  o f re lig ious  houses, those  
norm ally served  b y  members of th e  community w ere not in  an y  way  
immune from  challenges. On s evera l occasions, these w ere  defeated. 
The p erp etu a l v ica rag e  o f U r r ,  fo r  example, a church  norm ally  served
nrn
by canons from  Holyrood, illu s tra te s  the  most basic form  of 
opposition; nam ely th a t  o f th e  bishop o f Glasgow who was responsib le  
fo r  the in s titu tio n  of th e  ho lder and had the  r ig h t  to  re fu s e  to do so. 
Late in  1544, th e  p e rp e tu a l v ic a rag e  was vacant by  th e  death in  
November of th e  p rev io u s  ho lder, named only as N. A lexander Smebord, 
a canon of Holyrood, sought p ro v is io n . I t  was noted in  th e  p e titio n  
th a t, when he had been presen ted  b y  the  abbey, th e  o rd in a ry  had
248 17 Ju ly  1541 (Reg. Supp. 2425, f.2 51 -2 5 1 v ).
249 Cowan, P arish es . 88-9 .
250 24 May 1548 (R£&, i i i ,  no.2789).
251 Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 113.
2^2 Cowan, P arishes . 205-6 .
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re fu s ed  to  in s titu te  him. N o tw ith s tan d in g  the  episcopal opposition,
254Smebord successfu lly  re ta in ed  th e  v ic a rag e  u n til a t least 1558.
A n o th er ch u rch  in  the s o u th -w e s t o f the c o u n try  w hich was 
a p p ro p ria te d  to  Holyrood and its  v ic a rag e  served  b y  its  canons was
Acr
K irk c u d b rig h t. I t  was th e  s u b je c t o f a more extended d ispute
betw een tw o claim ants in  1548 and  1549. A fte r  the  death  o f B ernard
Baillie  in  Septem ber 1547, w hich  was not a re se rv ed  month, William
Brown asked fo r  a new p ro v is io n  in  J an u ary  of th e  fo llow ing y ear,
saying th a t he had a lread y  obta ined  i t  b y  o rd in a ry  o r o th e r a u th o r ity ,
256b u t doubted th e  v a lid ity  of th e  p ro v is io n . A yea r la te r , how ever, i t  
was c lear th a t th e  p ic tu re  was more complex: William Brown and George 
C richton  had been in  d ispute a t th e  c o u rt o f th e  a rchb ishop  of Glasgow, 
fo llow ing B row n’s in s titu tio n  a fte r  he had been g iven  p resen ta tio n  by  
th e  Queen, and C richton sought a commission ag ain st h is  com petitor
n r / y
e a rly  in  1549. The d ispute  co n tin u ed  th ro u g h o u t th e  year. On 4
May, C rich ton , described as a canon, asked fo r  a new p ro v is io n , s ta tin g
th a t he had obtained i t  b y  o rd in a ry  a u th o r ity  fo llow ing p resen ta tio n  b y
258th e  abbot and convent. T h ree  m onths la te r , William Brow n p etitioned
fo r  p rov is ion  s i n e u tr i, claim ing th a t  th e  case in  p a rtib u s  was s till in
process and th a t i t  was s ta ted  b y  some th a t n e ith e r he nor C rich ton
259had r ig h t  in  the  benefice. On 28 Septem ber, C rich to n  renew ed his
253 25 Dec. (Reg. Supp. 2547, f . l0 8 v -1 0 9 ).
254 Holyrood L ib e r . 298, w here  he is  described  as v ic a r  o f U r r  and  
‘yconomus’ o f Holyrood; Haws, S cottish  P arish  C le rg y . 243.
255 Cowan, Parishes! 119.
256 24 Jan. 1548 (Reg. Supp. 2625, f . l0 3 v -1 0 4 ).
257 22 Feb. 1549 (Reg. Supp. 2655, f .1 2 ).
233 Reg. Supp. 2661, f.5; Reg. Supp. 2673, f.221 -221v .
259 v13 Aug. (Reg. Supp. 2671, f.95  ). William is w ro n g ly  described  as
Andrew  in  the  in tro d u c tio n  to  th e  petition .
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claim, co nfirm ing  much o f th e  inform ation p ro v id ed  e a r lie r  a b o u t th e  
rou tes  by  w hich  th e  two claim ants had obta ined  th e  benefice, b u t a d d in g  
th a t Brown had been p resen ted  by  James, e a r l o f A rra n , th a t h is  ap p ea l 
had been up h e ld  b y  papal ju d g e s-d e le g a te , and seeking a  commission to  
r ig h t  th e  s itu a tio n  w h ereb y  Brown was co n tin u in g  to  challenge him. 
L a te r reco rd s  may cast more detailed lig h t on th e  course o f th e  d isp u te . 
What is c e rta in , how ever, is the  f in a l outcome: C rich ton  was in
possession a t th e  Reform ation and continued  as v ic a r  u n til  a ro u n d  
1571.261
The ab b ey  o f Holyrood experienced sim ilar d iffic u ltie s  in  s ec u rin g  
th e  successfu l in s titu tio n  o f one of its  canons to  a th ird  o f its  ch u rch es  
w hich i t  norm ally  served  b y  th is  means, th e  p e rp e tu a l v ic a ra g e  of
octo
K in g h o rn -E a s te r. On 10 Septem ber 1542, John Donaldson was said  to
have res ig n ed  in  fa v o u r o f John Som erville , a c le rk  o f St. A n d rew s
diocese who p e titio n ed  to  be allowed to hold i t  in  commendam. T h re e
weeks la te r , he p e titio n ed  again^on th is  occasion s ta tin g  th a t Donaldson
had died in  A ugust, a  re se rv ed  month. E a r ly  th e  fo llow ing  m onth,
how ever, John Wilson, described  as a canon o f Holyrood, p e titio n ed  fo r  a
new p ro v is io n  in  commendam, Donaldson’s death  in  A ugust was re p ea te d
as th e  cause o f th e  vacancy , and Wilson s ta ted  th a t he had been
appointed  b y  th e  a u th o r ity  o f C ard inal Beaton, ac tin g  u n d e r  th e
p riv ile g es  g iven  to  him b y  the  apostolic in d u lt  o f F e b ru a ry  1539.
Though th e  p re se n ta tio n  was rese rved  to Beaton b y  th e  In d u lt  because
Donaldson’s death  had ta k e n  place in  a re s e rv e d  month, i t  seems most
2^  Reg. Supp. 2672, f.2 53 -2 5 3 v ; Commission dated 15 Oct. 1549 (B re v .
Lat. 44, f.538v ).
261 Haws, Scottish  P arish  C le rg y . 146.
262 Cowan, P arishes. 112.
263 Reg. Supp. 2465, f.216 -217; 27 Sept. 1542 (Reg. Supp. 2469, f.2 1 6 v -
217). The supp lications did state th a t th e  v icarag e  was n o rm ally  
held by  canons, b u t Som erville is not id e n tifie d  as such.
l ik e ly  th a t  he was resp o n d in g  to th e  w ishes o f th e  patron  in  m aking
d.th is  appointm ent. Th ey  w ere  not, h o w ever, th e  on ly  claim ants to  th e
v ica rag e . In  th e  m iddle o f th e  fo llow ing y e a r , John Thornton , one o f
th e  most active  o f th e  S cottish  p ro c u ra to rs  a t  Rome, asked fo r  papal
265p ro v is io n , saying th a t  Som erville  had d ied. On Christmas Day 1544,
James Abercrom bie, claim ing th a t the benefice  was vacant because o f th e
death of N, also asked fo r  p resen ta tio n , describ in g  him self as an
A ugustin ian  canon and noting  th a t p re se n ta tio n  l a y  w ith  the ab b o t and
convent of Holyrood. Som erville may indeed  have died but, w h e th e r
th is  is the case o r not, none of the  claim ants w ere able to dislodge
Wilson from  his possession. In  June 1545, hav in g  stated th a t  th e
v icarag e  was vo id  b y  th e  death e ith e r  o f John Wauch, a canon o f
Holyrood o r John Donaldson, Wilson p e titio n e d  fo r  papal p rovision; th is
was c lea rly  successful, because he was in  possession of the benefice  a t
the  Reform ation.2®^
A fo u rth  p a ris h  c h u rch  a p p ro p ria ted  to  Holyrood, the p e rp e tu a l
268v icarage  of Bolton, was also the  s u b jec t o f a d ispute  of th is  k in d .
The circum stances w ere  s lig h tly  d iffe re n t in  th a t  the  lin k  betw een th e
abbey and the successfu l claim ant was a t  one remove. In  O ctober 1547,
R obert Crichton res ig n ed  th e  benefice in  th e  hands of the pope, and
A ndrew  Simson, who was adm itted  to be th e  son o f an A ugustin ian  canon
269and an unm arried  woman, asked fo r  p ro v is io n  to  the  v icarage. In
2®  ^ 5 Oct. (Reg. Supp. 2468, f.262v -2 6 3 ); fo r  th e  In d u lt , see Sanderson, 
Cardinal of Scotland, 108.
265 24 June 1543 (Reg. Supp. 2480, f.39v ).
266 25 Dec. 1544 (Reg. Supp. 2547, f . l0 8 v ).
2®  ^ 24 June 1545 (Reg. Supp. 2544, f . l0 7 v -1 0 8 ); Haws, Scottish P arish  
C lerg y . 137); Wilson was appointed  to th e  v ica rag e  of K inneil, 
another Holyrood c h u rch  b y  th e  same process (Sanderson, C a rd in a l 
of Scotland. 109).
2®® Cowan, P arishes. 19.
2 6 9  25 Oct. (Reg. Supp . 2619, f.94).
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A u g u st o f th e  fo llow ing y e a r, how ever, R o b ert Graham was g iven  ro y a l
p resen ta tio n  to the  v ica rag e  fo llow ing C ric h to n ’s res ignation , th e  see of
270St. A ndrew s being vacant. Th is  challenge was unsuccessful: Simon
271held  th e  v icarage  in  1554 and a t th e  Reform ation. A lthoug h  th e
supp lica tion  of O ctober 1547 is not specific  on th is  po int, i t  seems
h ig h ly  lik e ly  th a t Simson was th e  son o f a  Holyrood canon, and  th u s
f its , i f  in d ire c tly , in to  th e  p a tte rn  illu s tra te d  by  the  o th e r th re e
Holyrood churches.
The lo n g -s tan d in g  n a tu re  o f these arran g em en ts  fo r  ch u rch es  to
be served  by canons of th e  houses to  w h ich  th e y  belonged may have
helped  to ensure th a t th e  wishes of th e  abbots and convents w ere
u su a lly  accepted. T h ere  is a t  least one instan ce w here  the  fin a l re s u lt
o f a  challenge to th e  appo in tm ent o f a canon is not c lear, and tw o
examples of benefices w h ere  the  p resen ta tio n s  made by th e  re lig io u s
houses concerned w ere successfu lly  o v e rtu rn e d . The records o f th e
f i r s t  o f these, the v ic a rag e  o f Smailholm in  th e  diocese of St. A n d rew s,
do no t p rov ide  conclusive evidence o f th e  outcome of th e  d isp u te
betw een the  r iv a l claim ants. This benefice , in  a church  w hich  was
ap p ro p ria ted  to the P rem onstratensian  abbey  o f D ry b u rg h , fe ll v a c a n t on
th e  death  of William Dickson in  Novem ber 1532. In  F e b ru a ry  1535, John
Gibson asked fo r  papal p ro v is io n  in  commendam because of h is  age,
saying  th a t i t  was norm ally  held b y  canons o f th e  abbey and th a t i t  was
272being u n law fu lly  held  b y  Thomas B a rr. Th is  'in tru d e r*  was
subsequently  revealed  to  be a canon o f D ry b u rg h  in  a p e titio n  made on  
23 A p ril 1535, when Gibson s ta ted  th a t  he had a lread y  o b ta ined  th e  
benefice b u t now re q u ire d  p ro ro g atio n  of th a t  p rovision  fo r  a y e a r
270 27 Aug. 1548 (RSS, ii i,  no.2925).
271 Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 27).
272 Cowan, Parishes. 184; 25 Feb. (Reg. Supp. 2162, f . l 9 v ).
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beyond th e  s ta tu to ry  th re e  years  in  o rd e r to  oust B arr and possib ly
273o th ers  who w ere deta in ing  th e  v icarag e  u n la w fu lly . Four years  la te r ,
John Gibson petitioned  ag a in , when he sta ted  th a t B arr was s till in
possession, th a t he would no t be able to  fo rce  his challenger o u t w ith in
th e  due period  and th a t some w ere  re fu s in g  to  accept his prov is ion . He
th e re fo re  asked fo r  a new p ro v is io n  w ith  an y  o th e r appointm ents be ing  
274declared void. In  th e  absence of evidence on the  fu r th e r  p ro g ress
of the  d ispute , its  outcome m ust be u n certa in . Gibson may have made 
good his claim by his pers is tence; i t  is eq u ally  possible th a t his fa ilu re  
to dislodge B a rr, a canon o f th e  abbey, d u rin g  a t least fo u r , and  
p ro b ab ly  more, years  in d ica tes  th a t he was u n like ly  to succeed  
th e re a fte r , and th a t his challenge sim ply faded. The absence of fu r th e r  
petitions  in  su p p o rt o f h is claim may suggest th a t the la t te r  is th e  
l ik e lie r  o f the  two in te rp re ta tio n s .
I f  th e  re s u lt of th e  d isp u te  o v er the  v icarage  of Smailholm is  
unknow n, the  same cannot be said o f two o th e r cases, w here  th e  
convents unsuccessfu lly  defended  th e ir  estab lished  custom of ap p o in tin g  
one of th e ir  num ber to  serv e  churches in  th e ir  patronage. The f i r s t  
dispute was over the v ic a ra g e  o f L an ark , th e  parsonage of w hich  was
0/7C
also annexed to D ry b u rg h . This was obtained by K e n tig e rn
L iv ingstone in  1535 and su ccessfu lly  re ta in ed  u n til  he was succeeded b y
his nephew, A ndrew , in  1547. L iv ingstone  f i r s t  sought and obta ined  th e
v icarage  when i t  became v a c a n t fo llow ing the  death  in  May 1535 o f John
C lerk , a P rem onstratensian  canon, and presum ably  a member of th e
ona
D ry b u rg h  community on 30 June 1535. Th is  d id  not go unchallenged:
273 Reg. Supp. 2170, f .H 0 v .
274 15 Sept. 1539 (Reg. S upp. 2345, f .H 5 v -116v ).
27^ Cowan, Parishes. 127.
Reg. Supp. 2178, f.151—151 ; Reg. Supp. 2182, f.75v; Provision (Reg. 
Lat. 1695, f.7 4 -7 5 ).
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b y  M arch 1540, th e re  was a case in  p ro g re ss  between L iv in g s to n e  and
R o b ert A nderson, a c la u s tra l canon of D ry b u rg h , who had a p p a re n tly
been p ro v id ed  b y  o rd in a ry  a u th o r ity  to  th e  v icarage . Anderson
expla ined th a t i t  was being claimed th a t  n e ith e r had r ig h t  in  the
277benefice , and asked fo r  papal p ro v is io n . Despite his position  as a
278member o f th e  c h a p te r and a second p e titio n  a t  the  end o f th e  y e a r,
A nderson ’s a ttem p t to  dislodge L iv in g s to n e  did not succeed. John
Stevenson, one o f th e  Scottish p ro c u ra to rs  a t  Rome, had ra th e r  more
success in  May 1545 when he managed to fo rce  L iv in g sto n e  to  p ay  an
annual pension o f £10 Scots from  th e  f r u its  and g ra n t th e  r ig h t  o f
re g res s , in  re tu rn  fo r  ceding th e  r ig h t  w hich he claimed to  the
benefice; L iv ingstone  was p ro v id ed  to th e  v ic a rag e  fo r  a second tim e as 
279a re s u lt. K e n tig e rn  L iv ingstone th e n  held  the  benefice u n t il  his
death in  1547 w hen his nephew, A ndrew , was g iven  ro y a l p re se n ta tio n  to
280i t  w hile  th e  see was vacant. S tevenson was n o t so easily
d isreg ard ed . In  J an u ary  1548, he claim ed th a t he had ob ta ined  the
v icarag e  by  apostolic a u th o rity  fo llow ing res ig n a tio n  b y , o r th e  death  of
281K en tig ern , and asked fo r  a  new p ro v is io n . This claim p ro ved
unsuccessfu l, and A ndrew  L iv ingstone re ta in e d  his hold on th e  benefice
282u n til the  Reform ation when he rece ived  a pension.
A second example o f a successful challenge to th e  norm al custom  
o f appo in ting  canons of the  a p p ro p ria tin g  house is p ro v id ed  b y  th e
277 28 Mar. (Reg. Supp. 2396, f .3 2 -3 3 ); P ro v is io n  (Reg. Vat. 1571, f .2 2 6 -
227v ).
278 5 Dec. (Reg. Supp. 2432, f.3 9 v -4 0 ).
278 20 May 1545 (Reg. Supp. 2554, f.6 7 v ); P rovis ion  (Reg. La t. 1767,
f.215-216); Pension and r ig h t  o f re g re s s  to  Stevenson (Reg. Lat. 
1767, f.216v -2 1 8 ).
280 20 Sept. (RSS. i i i ,  no.2443).
281 24 Jan. (Reg. Supp. 2646, f.7 8 -7 8 v ).
282 Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 154.
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dispute  o v e r th e  p e rp e tu a l v ic a rag e  of E ckford . The death  of William
Robson in  May 1535 tr ig g e re d  a  series of claims to th e  benefice. The
f ir s t  o f these was from  R o b ert Cottis, who described  him self in  h is
p e titio n  o f 11 Novem ber as th e  son of an A u g u stin ian  canon and s ta ted
th a t th e  v ica rag e  was norm ally  held by  canons of Jed b u rg h , to  w h ich
283the  c h u rch  was a p p ro p ria te d . On the same day, John Gibson also
p etitio n ed  fo r  prov is ion  w ith o u t claiming an y  lin k  w ith  th e  o rd e r;
Gibson’s d escrip tio n  as a c le rk  o f Glasgow diocese may suggest an
284id e n tifica tio n  w ith  the  cla im ant to  the  v icarage of Smailholm. Almost
a year la te r , in  O ctober 1536, A ndrew  Scherond sought p ro ro g atio n  of
285the apostolic prov is ion  w h ich  he claimed he had a lre a d y  rece ived . 
This was supported  b y  James V in  one of his ra re  in te rv e n tio n s  in
disputes o v er p arish  benefices in  October 1539: in  a le t te r  to  C ard in a l
Ghinucci, he w rote  th a t S cherond had been te r r if ie d  b y  h is  ad ve rs arie s  
in to  y ie ld in g , and asked th e  card in a l in  w hat m ight sound lik e  m enacing
O Q / J
term s *to expla in  the  k in g ’s a tt itu d e  to the a u d ito r concerned. The
f ir s t  evidence of norm al p ra c tic e  being followed came th e  fo llow ing  
month when John Tenan t, who was a canon of J ed b u rg h  was said to  be 
in  possession; how ever he was mentioned in  a p e titio n  p u re ly  as a  
holder who was re s ig n in g , p ro v id in g  an o p p o rtu n ity  fo r  R o b ert 
Richardson, described sim ply as a  p rie s t of Glasgow diocese, to  seek and  
indeed obta in  prov is ion . T en an t and Scherond w ere c le a rly  in  
contention fo r , on the  same d ay, Andrew sought p ro v is io n  si n e u tr i
9Q7
mentioning also the  p o s s ib ility  o f o ther claim ants. T en an t, who was
288 Cowan, P arishes. 58; Reg. Supp. 2194, f . l7 4 v -175 .
284 Reg. Supp. 2194, f . l7 4 -1 7 4 v .
285 13 Oct. (Reg. Supp. 2228, f . l9 5 v -196).
286 13 Oct. (James.. V. Letters> 379).
287 10 Nov. (Reg. Supp. 2355, f.3 6 V-3 7 ); Provision (Reg. Vat. 1553, f .2 8 4 -
286); P etition  by  S cherond (Reg. Supp. 2359, f . l7 2 v -1 7 3 v ).
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presu m ab ly  the choice of th e  convent, does n o t appear again . E a r ly  in
1544, Scherond y ie lded  his r ig h t  in  th e  v ic a ra g e  in  fa v o u r o f R o b ert
R ichardson, who asked to  be s u rro g ated  in  a ll r ig h t  w hich  S cherond
had , w hile  a t the  same tim e seeking a pension o f 20 m erks Scots on th e
f r u i ts  fo r  Andrew. I t  appears  th a t S cherond was p e rs is te n t enough in
288p u rs u in g  his claim to make i t  necessary to b u y  him o ff. R ichardson ,
none o f whose p e titions  lin ks  him w ith  th e  A u gustin ian  o rd e r, held  th e
benefice  a t least u n til 1557, when he w itnessed  a c h a rte r re la tin g  to
o o q
lands in  th e  sheriffdom .
Both lay  and episcopal pa trons  w ere  c le a r ly  su b jec t to  challenges  
w hich led to  d isputes being c a rr ie d  to  th e  c u ria  on many occasions. 
The openings p rov ided  b y  th e  ru les  o f re s e rv a tio n  also seem to  have  
encouraged clerics w ith in  Scotland to seek o th e r parish  churches  w here  
lin k s  between any of th e  claim ants w ith  th e  patrons canno t be 
id e n tifie d .
The dispute o v e r th e  p e rp e tu a l v ic a rag e  of M in ig a ff, whose
parsonage was annexed to  Tongland, p ro v id es  one example o f th is
290p a tte rn  o f a c tiv ity . Thomas T ra ill had held  th e  benefice since 1526
and obtained papal confirm ation  of th is  from  Paul I I I  in  Novem ber 
2911534. I t  is possible th a t  th is  p e titio n  re fle c ts  some u n c e rta in ty  ab o u t
th e  s e c u rity  o f his p ro v is io n . A t a n y  ra te , th re e  years la te r , he was
engaged in  litig a tio n  w ith  Thomas Foulis, who sought p ro ro g a tio n  s i
292n e u tr i  on 3 January  1536. The lit ig a tio n  continued u n til  th e  m iddle
288 19 Feb. 1544 (Reg. Supp. 2507, f . l8 9 v -1 9 0 ).
289 8 M arch 1557 (RMS, iv , no.1156).
290 Cowan, Parishes. 200.
291 3 Nov. (Reg. Vat. 1477, f . l3 9 -1 4 0 V ).
292 Reg. Supp. 2196, f.298v .
of th e  fo llow ing year. N e ith e r lit ig a n t claimed to have p resen ta tio n  from
th e  p a tro n , a lth o u g h  Foulis s tated , in  November 1536, th a t he had held
293th e  v icarage  b y  o rd in a ry  a u th o rity . E ven tu a lly  a p etitio n  from  Foulis
on 2 May 1537, ask in g  to  be made s u rro g ate  in  a ll T ra il l ’s r ig h ts  and to
294o bta in  p ro v is io n  appears  to  have been successful. He re ta in ed  the
benefice u n til h is death in  1541, w hen John C arn is  was g iven  ro ya l
295p resen ta tio n  d u rin g  a vacan cy  in  the  see.
A d isp u te  o v er th e  p e rp e tu a l v ica rag e  of Dunlop, a ch u rch  w hich
was a p p ro p ria ted  to K ilw inn ing , p ro v id es  a second example o f litig a tio n  
296of -this k ind . In  A u g u st 1541, John E lph instone, a c le rk  o f D unkeld
diocese, asked fo r  papal p rov is ion  fo llow ing th e  death o f George
297A tkinson, th e  p rev io u s  h o ld er in  Ju ly  o f th a t year. O th er claim ants,
how ever, also em erged. On 4 October 1541, John Tho rn to n  ju n io r  sought
298provision , a lth o u g h  he was not to re -a p p e a r. I t  was William H u n ter
who next p etitio n ed  fo r  th e  v icarage  on 7 Ju ly  1543, when he stated  
th a t both he and  E lph instone had obta ined i t  by apostolic a u th o r ity  and  
had been lit ig a t in g  a t th e  cu ria . He petitioned  fo r  p rov is ion  because  
Elphinstone was now re s ig n in g  the  benefice  and, a t  the same time asked
th a t a pension of £35 Scots on the fru its  of th e  v icarag e
p rev io u s ly  g iven  to John M ajor should be tra n s fe rre d  to
293 5 Nov. (Reg. Supp. 2235, f.294 -294v ).
294 Reg. Supp. 2245, f . l2 5 -1 2 5 v .
295 26 Sept. (RSS, ii, no.4219).
296 Cowan, P arish es . 53.
297 31 Aug. (Reg. Supp. 2434, f.195).
298 Reg. Supp. 2435, f.24v -2 5 .
299Elphinstone fo r  life . Th is  was successful fo r  H u n te r he ld  th e
v ica rag e  u n til h is death  b e fo re  3 Jan u ary  1548.399
The p e rp e tu a l v ic a rag e  of Dalmeny in  th e  diocese of St. A ndrew s, one of
th e  churches belong in g  to  Jed b u rg h  produced severa l claim ants a t  Rome
301re s u ltin g  in  ex ten s ive  lit ig a tio n  over a  long period . Th is  d is p u te
f i r s t  appears  in  th e  reco rd s  o f Paul I l l ’s p o n tifica te  on 1 A p r il  1535,
when A ndrew  S cherond sought papal p ro v is io n , saying  i t  was v a c a n t
e ith e r  certo  modo o r  b y  th e  resignation  o f John C an tu ly , and th a t  i t  was
302being deta ined b y  A lexander H arvy . G iven the date and  c o n te n t o f
th is  supp lication , i t  is not a t a ll u n like ly  th a t the  d ispute  had been  in
p ro g ress  fo r  some tim e. A t th e  end of 1535, how ever, H a rvy  was said  to
have resigned  w hen Thomas Huchesoun successfu lly  asked  to  be 
303p ro v id ed . The v ic a ra g e  continued to be in  d ispute  and , in  1538, a ll 
fo u r claim ants re -a p p e a re d  in  a p a ir  o f supplications. On 18 J a n u a ry ,  
Huchesoun asked th a t  he be g iven  p rovis ion  to  the  v ica rag e  w h ich  was
Q A y l
vacan t by the  res ig n a tio n  o f H arvy . On 13 October, how ever, A n d rew
Scherond sought p ro v is io n , s ta ting  th a t he a lre a d y  had o rd in a ry
a u th o rity  fo r  th e  benefice  and th a t C an tu ly  had res ig n ed  i t  in  th e
305hands of the  pope. Both Huchesoun and Scherond made f u r t h e r
attem pts to secure possession o ver the  fo llow ing th re e  yea rs , Huchesoun  
seeking to be made s u rro g a te  in  John C a n tu ly ’s r ig h t  in  1539 w hen
299 P etition  fo r  p ro v is io n  (Reg. Supp. 2492, f . 37-37v ); P etition  fo r
pension (Reg. S upp. 2495, f.2 7 -27 v ).
300 ESS, i i i ,  no.2784.
301 Cowan, Parishes! 44.
302 Reg. Supp. 2169, f.29 .
303 18 Dec. (Reg. Supp. 2196, f . l6 -1 6 v ); P rovis ion  (Reg. Lat. 1662, f .3 0 2 -
303v ).
304 Reg. Supp. 2279, f.238 .
305 Reg. Supp. 2306, 236v -237; 17 Oct. (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /9 1 -2 ) .
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C a n tu ly  died, and Scherond seeking p ro ro g a tio n  of his p ro v is io n  fo r  a
306fu r t h e r  y ea r in  1540 in  o rd e r to oust a new claim ant, John A rth u r.  
The case disappears from  these records fo r  a few  years , b u t b u rs t back  
to  life  in  th e  summer of 1543, when y e t a n o th er ch a lle n g er came 
fo rw a rd . James Davidson, a c le rk  of St. A ndrew s, s ta ted  th a t  he a lread y
had o rd in a ry  p ro v is io n  and asked fo r  a new p ro v is io n , claim ing th a t
307Thomas Huchesoun had ceded the  v icarag e  in  th e  hands of th e  pope.
Huchesoun was c le a rly  o f a d iffe re n t mind fo r , in  Septem ber 1544, he
re vo k e d  the  appointm ent of p ro cu ra to rs  to  res ig n  in  fa v o u r of
308A r th u r . I t  was a fu r th e r  th re e  years  before  the  d isp u te  again  re ­
surfaced  w ith  two fu r th e r  petitions in  A u g u st 1547. One o f these
p ro v id es  some background deta il on th e  case, w hen John A r th u r  asked
fo r  p rov is ion  from  th e  pope by s u rro g atio n  in  Huchesoun’s r ig h t  
fo llow ing his death. A ccording to A r th u r ’s account, th e  litig a tio n
betw een John C antu ly , A lexander H a rvy  and Thomas Huchesoun had been  
in  p rogress  fo r  e leven  years . When C an tu ly  d ied , James D avidson had  
rece ived  the v icarag e  by  o rd in a ry  a u th o r ity , b u t had th e n  lost i t
fo llow ing an appeal to  th e  apostolic see by  Thomas Huchesoun. James,
how ever, had ceded his r ig h t  in  the benefice in  fa v o u r o f John A rth u r  
in  the  hands of C ard ina l Beaton, leading to  a case betw een Huchesoun  
and A rth u r. Huchesoun having  died, A r th u r  now asked fo r  p ro v is io n  by  
su rro g atio n  in  his r ig h t . However, i t  is u n lik e ly  th a t John A r th u r
successfu lly  re ta in e d  th e  v icarag e , fo r  th e re  w ere  tw o ro y a l 
presenta tions  to  th e  benefice on 2 and 3 J an u ary  1548, possib ly
388 Huchesoun on 26 Feb. 1539 (Reg. Supp. 2343, f . l9 9 -1 9 9 v ); Scherond  
on 24 Dec. 1540 (Reg. Supp. 2402, f . l0 6 v -1 0 7 ).
307 24 June (Reg. Supp. f.7 0 -7 0 v ).
308 15 Sept. (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 7 3 ).
388 17 Aug. 1547 (Reg. Supp. 2617, f.205v ); th e re  was also a  p e titio n  on
the same day b y  William H u n ter fo llow ing Huchesoun’s death  (Reg. 
Supp. 2618, f.87).
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re fle c tin g  c o n flic t w ith in  th e  S cottish  governm ent: the  f i r s t  was fo r  John
S in c la ir, p ro v o s t of Roslin, and th e  second fo r A lexander Forhous, and
310both gave Huchesoun’s death as th e  cause of the vacancy. The fin a l  
outcome is u n c erta in , because no evidence fo r secure possession a f te r  
th is  date has been traced . A r th u r ’s account in  1547 may p ro v id e  a  
possible explanation  of th e  gap in  the  record  of supplications. Th is  
suggests th a t  th e  litig a tio n  may have continued in  Scotland as a re s u lt  
of D avidson’s cession of his r ig h t  in  the  hands of Beaton, a p o s s ib ility  
made s till more lik e ly  by th e  a v a ila b ility  of legatine powers to th e  
C ardinal. No ind ep en d en t c o rro b o ra tio n  of th is  beyond the  s ta tem ent in  
the  1547 p e titio n  has been seen.
The litig a tio n  o v er th e  p e rp e tu a l v icarage  of E cht in  the diocese
of A berdeen was s im ila rly  le n g th y . In  late 1535, fo llow ing William
M arshall’s death in  A ugust o f th a t  yea r, John Stenhouse sought and
obtained papal p rov is ion , a lth o u g h  ominously i t  was s tated  th a t H e n ry
311S incla ir was deta in ing  it . . T h a t th is  was indeed th e  case was
3 1 2ind icated  b y  a p e titio n  from  S in c la ir  him self e a rly  in  Novem ber.
Another claim ant, Thomas C ra ig , appeared  b r ie f ly  a t the  same tim e, b u t
313his challenge was s h o rt-liv e d . I t  is c lear th a t the  re a l d isp u te  la y
between H en ry  S in c la ir and John Stenhouse, and th is  is re fle c te d  in  a
petition  from  S in c la ir s ta tin g  th a t  i t  had p rev io u s ly  been g ra n te d  to  him
0 1 / 1
and seeking prov is ion  si n eu trL  As w ith  the  v ica rag e  of Dalm eny,
3^® RSS.J iii> no.2581; RSS. iii,  no.2583.
3^  19 Oct. (Reg Supp. 2191, f .5 1 -5 1 v ); Provision (Reg. Vat. 1520, f .4 3 -  
44).
312 9 Nov. (Reg. Supp. 2194, f . l8 4 -1 8 4 v ).
313 2 Nov.(Reg. Supp. 2190, f.6 7 ). He re -a p p ea re d  b r ie f ly  on 10 F e b ru a ry  
1536, when John B u rn e t, a c le rk  o f Aberdeen dioces and fa m ilia r  
of John Cordelias, an apostolic  s c rip to r sought p ro v is io n  a f te r  th e  
res ig n atio n  of Thomas C ra ig  (Reg. Supp. 2199, f.266).
314 20 Nov.(Reg. Supp. 2229, f . l0 6 v ).
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th is  litig a tio n  th e n  d isappeared from the  reco rd  of supplications. I t  was
not u n til 1546 th a t  John Stenhouse re -a p p e a re d , f i r s t  seekin g  a new
315provision  fo r h im self on 2 June, and th en , a year la te r , re s ig n in g  in
oi C
fa v o u r of Adam K ingorne. In  Septem ber 1548, K ingorne h im self
resigned back in  fa v o u r  of of John Stenhouse, while re ta in in g  an annual
317pension of £10 Scots on the  fru its  of the  v icarage . The re co rd s  do
not provide an y  firm  ind ication  of the  conclusion of the d isp u te , b u t i t  
seems like ly  th a t S tenhouse re ta ined  i t  as a re s u lt of the re tro cess io n  in  
1547-48.
The d isp u te  o v e r the  perp etu a l v ica rag e  of R u th erg len  was much
s h o rte r-liv e d , and in d eed  may illu s tra te  a s lig h tly  d if fe re n t p a tte rn  of
a c tiv ity . When D avid  Sm ith died in  October 1534, James F o re s te r, a  c le rk
of St. Andrews diocese, was said to  have been p ro v id ed  b y  o rd in a ry
au th o rity , b u t so u g h t a new provision  because of concern , perh ap s
ju s tifie d  since th is  was one of the re se rv ed  months, th a t th e  v a lid ity  of
318his r ig h t m ight be fa u lte d . He was not how ever alone: A lexander
Hamilton and John Gibson, both from  Glasgow diocese, also asked  fo r
papal provision on th e  same day, and David Gibson did likew ise  on the  
3 1 9following day. I t  seems th a t F o res te r, who presum ably had th e  dual
advantage of both  episcopal and papal a u th o r ity  fo r his possession, was 
able to fend  o ff these challenges, fo r  th e  o th er claim ants made no
3^3 Reg. Supp. 2573, f.65.
316 8 Aug. 1547 (Reg. Supp. 2610, f.251 -251v ); P R 0 3 1 /9 -3 3 /2 1 4 ). In  both
the p e titio n s , Stenhouse described his a d v e rs a ry  a t th e  c u r ia  as 
John S in c la ir  and claimed th a t he (S tenhouse) had obta ined  a  
d e fin itive  ju d g em en t in  his fa v o u r. I t  seems lik e ly  th a t th is  was 
an e rro r , s ince th e  fin a l supplication  dealing w ith  th e  d isp u te  
re fe rre d  ag a in  to  H enry  S incla ir.
317 14 Sept. (Reg. Supp. 2639, f.260-260v )
318 29 Dec. 1534 (Reg. Supp. 2156, f.215v )
3^8 Hamilton (Reg. Supp. 2162, f.4 ); Gibson (Reg. Supp .f . l4 7 -1 4 7 V ); 
G uthrie (Reg. Supp. 2159, f.55v )
fu r th e r  appearance. In  th e  summer of 1536, F o rester h im self res ig n ed  to
th e  pope, and John Thomson who was in  his 15th y e a r, p e titio n ed  fo r
provision  in it ia l ly  in  commendam u n til his 18th yea r and th e n  in  
320titulum . No ev idence  has been traced  to  ind ica te  w h e th e r Thomson
did successfu lly  re ta in  th e  v ica rag e , b u t the absence o f fu r th e r  reco rd s  
in  th is  series o f docum ents may in d ica te  th a t th is  was th e  case. W hat is  
ind icated  b y  th is  example is th a t the  death of the  ho lder o f one of these  
benefices in  a  re s e rv e d  month could produce an in it ia l f lu r r y  o f in te re s t  
from  several in te re s te d  candidates, some of whom may have been ac tin g  
in  a h ig h ly  sp ecu la tive  m anner. Most o f these were lik e ly  to  d isap p ear  
fa ir ly  ra p id ly  leav in g  th e  s tro n g est claim ant, in  th is  case F o re s te r, in  
possession.
This c h a p te r has concentrated  so fa r  on th e  in flu e n ce  of local 
patrons as illu s tra te d  b y  these Vatican records. While some appointm ents  
were made in  a s tra ig h tfo rw a rd  m anner, in  o th e r cases d isp u tes  ensued  
between vario u s  claim ants and w ere c a rrie d  to Rome as a re s u lt  o f th e  
ru les of re se rv a tio n . M any of these, such as those ju s t  d iscussed^appear  
to  have been, b y  and la rg e , betw een c lerics  based in  Scotland. As w ith  
the  cath ed ra l p re b en d s , how ever, an im portan t in flu en ce  on appoin tm ents  
and fre q u e n tly  a  m ajor source o f litig a tio n  re g a rd in g  th e  p a ris h  
churches w ere th e  a c tiv itie s  o f th e  Scottish p ro cu ra to rs  a t  th e  c u ria . 
News of a vacan cy , and  even rum ours o f one, w ere enough to  b r in g  th is  
group of c le rics  in to  action. W ell-know n names ap p ear ag a in  and again  
experiencing v ario u s  levels  o f success in  seeking these benefices. Some
320 7 Ju ly  (Reg. Supp . 2218, f.141-142)
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of th e  cases a lre a d y  examined have illu s tra te d  th is  a c t iv ity , b u t its  scale
was considerab ly  more extens ive  than  has been ind icated  so fa r .
These S cottish  p ro c u ra to rs  did manage to successfu lly  o b ta in
severa l p arish  churches  and to  hold o ff challenges to th e ir  possession.
The T horn to n  fam ily , fo r  example, m aintained possession o f th e  p e rp e tu a l
v icarag e  of A b e rc h ird e r  in  th e  diocese of M oray, w ith  w hich th e y  had
connections a t o th e r leve ls . John Thornton  senior a lread y  had a pension
of 40 m erks Scots on th e  f r u its  of the  benefice , w hich was held b y  John
Innes, and he tra n s fe rre d  th is  to his e ig h t-y e a r  old son, H e n ry , on 9 
321October 1546. In n e s  died not long a fte rw a rd s  and was succeeded b y  
R obert Hamilton, son o f A rch ib a ld  Hamilton o f Lethane, who was g iven  
ro ya l p resen ta tio n  in  June o f th e  follow ing y ea r, when i t  was s ta ted  th a t
the  v icarage  was in  ro y a l patronage because th e  m onastery of A rb ro a th ,
322to w hich the c h u rch  was a p p ro p ria ted , was vacant. This was indeed
the case, a lthough  th e  see of M oray was not vacant a t th e  tim e.
Thornto n  was not so eas ily  th w a rte d , how ever, and la te r  th a t m onth, he
petitioned  fo r  a new p ro v is io n  to the v icarag e , claim ing th a t  he had
a lread y  obtained i t  b y  apostolic a u th o rity  b u t had y ie lded  i t  to  John
323Innes a fte r  a d isp u te  w hile  re ta in in g  the  r ig h t  of reg ress . The
Thornton  fam ily  seems to  have re ta in ed  possession of th e  benefice ,
374because John T h o rn to n  th e  younger held i t  a t th e  Reform ation.
The Thorn to ns had sim ilar success w ith  th e  p e rp e tu a l v ic a ra g e  o f 
Cramond in  th e  diocese o f D unkeld , a lthough i t  took severa l yea rs  o f 
litig a tio n  before th e  benefice  was f in a lly  secured. The v ica rag e  had been
321 Reg. Supp. 2586, f,1 4 1 v -142; PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 8 9 -2 0 1 .
322 2 June 1547 (R S S .iii. no.2301).
323 25 June (Reg. Supp. 2608, f . l3 0 v )
324 Haws, Scottish P a ris h  C le rg y . 2. A John T h o rn to n  ju n io r , nephew  o f 
the  e ld er T h o rn to n , was dead before May 1549. This m ust have  
been a d if fe re n t  member o f the  fam ily. A John Innes  was 
pensionary v ic a r  a t  th e  Reformation.
in  d ispu te  between John Thornton  senior and John F e th y , who had  
p re v io u s ly  obtained i t  b y  o rd in a ry  a u th o rity  a f te r  James, abbot o f 
N ew battle , had res igned  th e  benefice. Thornton had how ever y ie lded  his  
r ig h t  in the  benefice to  Clement V II,  and th is  had been taken  up b y  
Thomas S tra th au ch in . A lthoug h  S tra th au ch in  was rep u ted  to have  
obta ined  p rovis ion , he in  tu r n  yielded all his r ig h t  in  the  benefice and
John Thornton  ju n io r  sought surrogation  to S tra th a u c h in ’s r ig h t  and
325p ro v is io n  a t the  beg inn in g  o f Paul I l l ’s re ig n . Th is  did not las t long  
how ever because, e a r ly  th e  following year, Tho rn to n  ju n io r  and  
S tra th a u ch in  w ere both said to have yie lded a ll r ig h t  in  the v ica rag e , 
and John F e th y  again sought and obtained papal prov ision , w hile  
re s e rv in g  an annual pension on the fru its  of 29 m erks Scots to g e th e r
OOfi
w ith  the r ig h t  o f reg ress  fo r  Thornton. F e th y  re ta in ed  it  fo r  n ine
y ears  u n til he was prom oted to the p recen to rsh ip  o f the Chapel Royal a t
S tir lin g , a move w hich resu sc ita ted  the d ispute v ia  the  r ig h t  of reg ress .
A p e titio n  was jo in tly  made by Fethy  and T h o rn to n  ju n io r  in  F e b ru a ry
1544 th a t T horn to n  should be given provision , w h ile  an annual pension
of £20 Scots was re se rv ed  to  Fethy  fo r life: the  p e titio n  suggested th a t
th e  v icarage  had been in  d ispute  between F e th y  and Thornton and th a t
327th is  was an agreem ent betw een them to end the  d ispute . Tho rn to n
was c e rta in ly  s till v ic a r  a yea r la te r and again  in  A p ril 1547, when he
sought a new provis ion  on the  ra th e r  u n like ly  grounds  of the death o f
328John Thornton senior. John Fethy  exting u ished  th e  pension owed to
325 3 Nov. 1534 (Reg. Supp. 2156, f.210-210v )
32^ 9 Jan u ary  (Reg. Supp. 2162, f l v -2 );  P rovision (Reg. Vat. 1481, f .2 8 9 -  
290); R eservation o f pension and reg ress  (Reg. Lat. 1623, f,1 4 v -  
17v ).
32  ^ 19 Feb.1544 (Reg. Supp. 2505, f . l0 8 -1 0 8 v ); F e th y  had presum ably  
in h e rited  th e  in te re s t in  the  benefice from  his fa th e r  who had  
been v ic a r in  1530 (RSS. ii, no.584).
3 A p ril (Reg. Supp. 2618, f . l lO v ); John T h o rn to n  senior lived  u n til a t  
least 1557 and p ro b a b ly  u n til a fte r  the Reform ation ( Inchcolm  
C hrs . 200).
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him in  A ugust o f th a t y e a r and  presum ably T horn to n  ju n io r  re ta in e d  i t
successfu lly  u n til his own death.
The p e rp e tu a l v ic a rag e  o f Collessie in  St. Andrew s diocese came
in to  th e  hands of th e  T h o rn to n  fam ily  a fte r  i t  was res igned  b y  Thomas
L a th re sk  in  1536. John T h o rn to n  ju n io r  sought a new provis ion  from  th e
pope in  June of th a t y e a r , s ta tin g  th a t he had a lread y  obta ined  i t  b y
329o rd in a ry  a u th o rity . He rep ea ted  the  req u es t in  Novem ber, seek in g
provis ion  n o tw ith s tan d in g  his d efect of age, and seeking also a pension
330o f £21 Scots as a life -p e n s io n  fo r  Lath resk . He does not a p p ea r to
have fe lt  p a rtic u la r ly  secure fo r , a lthough he appears as v ic a r  in  1540,
331he again  sought a new p ro v is io n  to  the v icarage  on 14 Jan u a ry  1543. 
W hether th e  succession o f p e titio n s  re fle c t a challenge of some k in d , he 
actu a lly  re ta in ed  possession u n t il  his death sometime b efo re  3 A p r il  
1547.332
John Stevenson, an o th e r o f the p ro cu ra to rs  a t Rome, was also
successful on several occasions in  obta in ing  p arish  benefices fo r  h im self.
On one occasion, th e  d ispu te  o v e r the  p e rp e tu a l v icarag e  of M ochrum , he
was not in  fa c t the  o n ly  p ro c u ra to r  in  contention fo r  a cu re  w hich  was
norm ally held by  one of th e  canons of the  p r io ry  o f W hithorn , to  w h ich
333the  parsonage belonged. Th is  litig a tio n  had been in  p ro g ress  since
1534, when James Salmond so u g h t provision , saying th a t i t  was claim ed
th a t n e ith e r he nor A lexander Knollis, w ith  whom he was in  d is p u te , had
334any r ig h t  in  th e  v ica rag e . Stevenson made his own bid in  J a n u a ry
329 19 June (Reg. Supp. 2225, f.242-242v )
330 6 Nov. (Reg. Supp. 2231, f . l3 1 -1 3 1 v ).
33  ^ 16 Aug. 1540 (Reg. Supp. 2385, f.2500; 14 Jan. 1543 (Reg. Supp. 2492, 
f.23v -240.
332 Reg. Supp. 2609, f.206.
333 Cowan, P arishes . 148
334 3 Nov. (Reg. Supp. 2162, f . 8v ).
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1535 when he stated th a t i t  was vacan t by  res ig n a tio n  of A lexander
OOR
Knollis an "asserted  canon". James Salmond how ever m aintained his
challenge, seeking a new provis ion  a t the  end of 1535, when he said
th a t he had a lread y  obtained p rov is ion  in  commendam from  Clement V II.
He appears  to  have re ta in ed  his hold on the benefice u n til 1539,
when he ceded his r ig h t  in  i t  say ing  th a t his prov is ion  had not been
fin ished . Along w ith  David A rnot, he asked th a t the  pope w ould p rov ide
David to  the  v icarage , while James would re ta in  a ll th e  f ru its  fo r  life ,
saving an annual pension of £20 Scots fo r  David, w ith  th e  r ig h t  of
regress should A rno t fa il to p ay  the  pension to Salmond; the  p e titio n
337also in d ica ted  th a t Alexander Knollis was an in tru d e r  in  th e  benefice.
A new s lan t on th e  litig a tio n  was g iven  e a rly  in 1540. On 27 F e b ru a ry , 
James V w ro te  in  a le tte r  to C ard inal Ghinucci th a t John Stevenson had 
been assigned a pension of £80 Scots by Ninian, p r io r  o f W hithorn. The  
present p r io r , Malcolm wished th is  d e fin ite ly  located and th e re fo re  had 
agreed th a t the  p resen t holder, "a re lig io u s", should re s ig n  th e  v icarage  
in  fa v o u r of John, and the k in g  asked Ghinucci to  en su re  th a t the
OOO
change was a ffec ted  a t Rome. I t  seems lik e ly  th a t "the
relig ious" was Alexander Knollis, who was p ro b a b ly  a canon of 
W hithorn. He himself res igned  the  v icarage  in  fa v o u r  of Stevenson  
a year la te r , and John asked th e  pope fo r  prov ision  in  commendam. 
The provis ion  was complicated b y  a fu r th e r  financ ia l arrangem ent: the
petition  said th a t Alexander was to re ta in  a ll the  f ru its  o f the  v icarag e , 
while John was to get the h a lf - f r u its  o f the  v ic a rag e  w hich had  
p revio u s ly  been un ited  to the  tab le  of the  p r io r  o f W hithorn; th is
335 1 Jan. 1535 (Reg. Supp. 2159, f.288v -2 8 9 ).
336 10 Dec. (Reg. Supp. 2197, f .66- 66v )
337 19 May (Reg. Supp. 2336, f.2 6 -2 6 v ); 12 Ju ly  (P R 0 3 1 /9 -3 3 /9 5 -9 6 )
338 27 Feb. (James V L e tte rs . 395).
c o n tra d ic to ry  re q u e s t was corrected  in  a subsequent p e titio n  when th e
OOQ
fru its  w ere  d iv id e d  in  half. Even th en , the  d ispute  was no t e n tire ly  
fin ish ed , fo r  John Stenhouse had to  seek a new p ro v is io n  in  1545 when  
an unnamed a d v e rs a ry  b ro u g h t a case against him in  th e  c u r ia .34^ This  
challenge was seen o ff, fo r  he s till held the v ic a rag e  in  th e  e a rly  
1560s.341
John Stevenson also seems to have su ccessfu lly  held o ff
challenges from  o th e r claim ants fo r  th e  p e rp etu a l v ic a rag e  o f Borgue, a
church in  th e  diocese of Galloway usually  served by  a canon from  the
p r io ry  o f W h ith o rn .34  ^ On 27 M arch 1537, William M eldrum  asked th a t he
be g iven  p ro v is io n  follow ing th e  death of the p re v io u s  incum bent,
343Robert Schaw, in  Jan u ary . He was not alone, fo r  th re e  o th e rs  sought 
the benefice in  qu ick  succession: Thomas McCann and John Gibson on 6
O A A
A pril, and John Stevenson on 13 A p ril. Once again , S tevenson was 
jo ined b y  a n o th e r o f the  p ro cu ra to rs  when David Bonar also asked fo r  
provision , on th e  grounds th a t i t  was asserted  th a t n e ith e r  McCann nor 
Stevenson, who w ere  invo lved  in  litig a tio n  o ver it ,  had a leg itim ate  claim
nip
to the v ica rag e . This claim does not appear to  have been pursued
successfu lly  fo r  less th an  month la te r , on 6 A p ril 1539, S tevenson was
described as v ic a r  in  a le t te r  from  James V confirm ing th e  e rec tio n  of a
prebend in  th e  co lleg iate  church  o f B iggar financed b y  26 m erks Scots
33^ 10 F e b .1541 (Reg. Supp. 2428, f.79v -8 0 ); 4 May 1542 (Reg. Supp.
2452, f . l3 6 v ); P rovision o f Stevenson to g e th er w ith  th e  g ra n t of 
th e  pension, 30 May 1542 (Reg. Lat. 1735, f.67v -6 9 )
340 13 Feb.(R eg. Supp. 2534, f.30v -3 1 )
341 Haws, S co ttish  P arish  C le rg y . 180.
Cowan, Parishes» 20.
343 Reg. Supp. 2250, f.77.
344 McCann (Reg. Supp. 2241, f.229); Gibson (Reg. Supp. 2241, 228v -229);
Stevenson (Reg. Supp. 2240, f . l5 5 v ).
345 21 M arch 1539 (Reg. Supp. 2342, f.256v -257).
p e r annum  from  the  f ru its  o f th e  v icarage. The p resen ta tio n  was to  lie  
w ith  th e  p r io r  o f W hithorn , w hile  the  v ic a r was to re ta in  re s p o n s ib ility
Q J O
fo r  a ll b u rd en s  on the  v icarag e . Stevenson subsequently  became
p ro vo st o f th e  collegiate church : the  lin k  betw een the  v icarage  and  th e
347collegiate c h u rch  may have been established in  1539. A s im ila r
connection is seen w ith  an o th er v icarage obta ined by Stevenson, th a t  o f
Dunrod w hich  was also in  Galloway diocese. This was u n ited  to  th e
pro vo stsh ip  o f B iggar in  1555, hav ing  been sought by  Stevenson in  1546
348when he obta ined th e  v icarag e .
- One of the  b es t-kn o w n  o f the  Scottish  p ro cu ra to rs  a t Rome was
John Duncanson and, a lth o u g h  he him self does not appear to  have
successfu lly  obta ined p ro v is io n  to any p a ris h  churches, one o f his
re la tiv es , A lexander Duncanson, was successful in  gain ing  p ro v is io n  to
the  p e rp e tu a l v icarag e  o f Cleish in  the diocese of S t.A ndrew s. In  1531,
i t  was held b y  David Young, who seems to have been a ro ya l s e rv a n t,
349b u t his possession o f the  benefice was challenged by  Thomas Home.
By 1535, Young’s opponent was A lexander Duncanson: He so u g h t
provision  on 12 June of th a t yea r because the  case betw een them  was 
pending and i t  was said th a t n e ith e r had r ig h t  in  it ,  w hile  Young did
O C A
likew ise two weeks la te r. Duncanson’s p e titio n  added th a t o th e rs  as
well as Young w ere challeng ing  his r ig h t  in  Scotland. More d e ta ils  of
th is  d ispute  was g iven  in  a le t te r  from  James V to the  C ard in a l o f
Ravenna in  June 1537: he asked fo r  the c a rd in a l’s s u p p o rt in  th e
348 James V L e tte rs . 368-9; The date of the  le t te r  has been challenged  
by  R.C. Reid, who th o u g h t th a t i t  must be a fte r  22 A ugust 1541 
(Wigtownshire Chrs, 28).
347 Easti, 342.
348 31 May 1546 (Reg. Supp. 2575, f . l2 6 -1 2 6 v ); 23 Oct 1545 (Reg.
Supp.2585, f.208v ); Cowan, Parishes, 55
349 29 M arch (James V L e tte rs . 191.
350 Reg. Supp. 2178, f.271 -271v ; 25 June (Reg. Supp. 2186, f . l5 6 v ).
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dispute  w hich  he said had been in  p rogress fo r  8 years , s ta tin g  th a t
Young was a ro ya l fam iliar b u t th a t Duncanson had more in fluence  in  
351Rome. Th is  was of l it t le  e ffe c t, however: o v e r a yea r la te r, James V
had to w r ite  again. In  th is  le t te r ,  ask ing  th a t speedy ju s tice  be g iv en
to  Young, he claimed th a t Young had f i r s t  been molested b y  Thomas
Home, and subsequently  b y  Duncanson, who was both su rro g ate  in
Home’s r ig h t  and was being g iven  fin a n c ia l backing  from  John
Duncanson (a statem ent w hich tends to confirm  some re la tio n sh ip
between them ) w hich was enab ling  Duncanson to  continue to m aintain his
challenge and, as a re s u lt, to  reduce Young, whom he described as "a
poor old man" and "a v ic tim  o f malicious prosecution" to extrem e
352p o v erty . His plea was unsuccessfu l, fo r  th re e  years  la te r, a concord  
was reached between the  two claim ants, p resum ably  in  re a lity  a  
recognition  b y  Young th a t he could not dislodge Duncanson. On 14 June  
1541, he resigned in  fa v o u r o f Duncanson in  re tu rn  fo r  the paym ent o f 
some of his legal expenses and an annual pension of 12 merks Scots on
oco
the  fru its , and th ey  sought confirm ation  of th is  to g e th er. R a th er
oddly , th is  procedure  was rep ea ted  on 18 Septem ber the  follow ing y e a r, 
when Young ceded in  Duncanson's fa v o u r as p a r t  o f a  concord .334 Th is  
appears to  have been successful, a lthough  Duncanson did not s u rv iv e  to  
en joy  th e  v icarage fo r  long: w hen John Anderson asked fo r  prov is ion  to
ore
the  benefice on 4 A ugust 1544, i t  was because of Duncanson’s death.
David M ethven was an o th e r of the  Scottish  p ro cu ra to rs  a t th e  
c u ria  who was able to re ta in  a p a ris h  benefice desp ite  opposition, even
351 29 June (James V Letters, 332-333).
352 11 Sept. 1538 (James V L e tte rs . 351).
3^3 Resignation of Young (Reg. Supp. 2427, f.281 -281v ); Confirm ation o f 
th e  concord (Reg. Supp. 2427, f.281v -2 8 2 v ).
354 Reg. Supp. 2464, f.296v ; Reg. Supp. 2464, f.297v -298 .
355 Reg. Supp. 2523, f . l5 9 v -160 .
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thoug h  i t  took him tw e lve  yea rs  to  achieve fin a l success. In  1537,
M ethven was having d if f ic u lty  in  obta in ing  possession of the  p e rp e tu a l
v icarag e  o f L a th r is k  in  S t.A n d rew s diocese because of th e  presence of
an in tru d e r . On 9 A p ril, he claim ed th a t he had received papal p ro v is io n
to  th e  benefice fo llow ing a vacan cy  caused by  th e  death o f William
M yrto n  in  th a t month, b u t th a t  he could not oust the  in tru d e r  and
th e re fo re  he asked fo r  p ro ro g a tio n  o f his provision  fo r  a fu r th e r
356beyond the  th re e  years  allow ed. This seems to have been a t least
tem p o rarily  successful fo r , in  1544, he petitioned fo r  co rrec tio n  of th e
357fru its  and fo r  p rov is ion  p e r in d e  vsdere. The probable id e n tity  o f th e
in tru d e r  was revea led  tw o yea rs  la te r  on 3 A p ril 1546, when M ethven
was summoned by the  Q ueen’s advocate , John Lauder, fo r  tro u b lin g  S ir
R obert S te ill o ver th e  v ic a ra g e  and fo r  passing to Rome w ith o u t a
licence: the Lords how ever assoilzed him when he produced a licence  
358from  James V. For th e  n ex t tw o years , the  case does not ap p ear in
these records , b u t th is  is m isleading. When M ethven p e titio n ed  again
fo r  prov is ion  to the  benefice in  Jan u a ry  1548, he stated th a t S te ill had
died in  the  previous  S eptem ber and also asked th a t he could be made
surrogate  in  any r ig h t  held  b y  S te ill. He said th a t th e y  had been
litig a tin g  to g e th e r in  th e  c u r ia  and  th a t he had rece ived  an ad ju d ic a tio n
in  his fa v o u r ag ain st S te ill, o b ta ined  p resenta tion  from  th e  p r io r  and
convent o f St. A ndrew s, and obta ined  i t  by  o rd in a ry  a u th o r ity  o r th a t
359of the v ic a r-g e n e ra l. A few  days la te r , how ever, John W ardlaw was
given ro ya l p resen ta tio n  to  th e  v ica rag e  d u rin g  th e  vacancy in  th e
3^8 Reg. Supp. 2240, f . l8 0 -1 8 0 v . He sought a fu r th e r  p ro ro g atio n  fo r  six  
months on 2 O ctober 1537.(Reg. Supp. 2259, f.13).
3*^ 4 June 1544 (Reg. Supp. 2524, f.189); Provision (Reg. Vat. 1621, 
f . l 8 v -1 9 v ).
358 Inchcolm  C h rs . 200-201.
359 24 Jan. 1548 (Reg. Supp. 2625, f . l0 4 v -1 0 5 ).
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see. He was not to re -a p p e a r , and i t  was Thomas S tra th a u ch in  who
produced  th e  fin a l challenge: in  Jan u a ry  1549, M ethven asked to  be
g iv e n  provis ion  s i n e u tr i  follow ing upon lit ig a tio n  between S tra th a u c h in
361and him self a t th e  cu ria . W hatever th e  immediate outcome, M ethven  
held  th e  v icarage  a t th e  Reform ation and u n til  he was d e p riv e d  in  
1573.362
One o th e r possible outcome of a ttem pts  by  th e  S cottish  
p ro c u ra to rs  a t Rome to secure p a rish  benefices was th e  g ra n t o f a 
pension on th e  fru its  even  when an o th er c la im ant won his case. I t  may 
w ell be th a t in  many cases such an outcome was the  best th a t  could be 
expected b y  these Scots, and indeed th e ir  purpose  in  seeking p ro v is io n  
may on occasions have on ly  been in ten d ed  to  achieve ju s t such a  re s u lt ,  
w ith  the  fin an c ia l b en efits  w hich would follow .
James Salmond* fo r  example, ach ieved  th is  form  of success on two  
occasions. The f i r s t  was concerned w ith  th e  p erp etu a l v ic a rag e  of 
T y n ro n , in  the  diocese o f Galloway, a benefice  u su ally  served  b y  canons
OCO
of Holywood, to  w hich th e  ch u rch  was annexed. On 21 J a n u a ry  1535, 
two claim ants, James Kennedy and Thomas McCann, both asked th a t  th e y  
be p ro v id ed  to  the  v icarag e  w hich was v ac a n t because of th e  death  of 
John Watson the  p rev io u s  Novem ber, o r b y  the death o f William
O C*A
Welsche. Two years  la te r , i t  was said to  be vacant as a re s u lt  of
McCann’s death, and James Salmond asked fo r  prov is ion  to  th e
360 4 Feb (R ££,iii,no .2618).
3®  ^ 28 Jan (Reg. Supp. 2676, f . l5 8 -1 5 8 v ). S tra th a u c h in  was seeking  th e  
benefice in  1535, w hen he asked fo r  p ro ro g a tio n  to o u st an  
in tru d e r  on 7 Septem ber (Reg. Supp. 2189,f.219v ). I t  seems 
u n like ly , g iven  th e  lack  of reco rd  evidence h ere , th a t he  
m aintained active  litig a tio n  u n til 1549.
362 Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 156.
333 Cowan, Parishes. 203.
33  ^ Kennedy (Reg. Supp. 2162, f .7); McCann (Reg. Supp. 2162, f .3 v ).
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v icarage. A fu l le r  vers io n  of the  case was provided  in  M arch  1539 
when Salmond made a n o th er a ttem pt to  secure provision. McCann had  
been lit ig a tin g  w ith  Thomas Welsche a t the  time of his d ea th , and  
Salmond said th a t  he had been made su rro g ate  in Welsche’s r ig h t  and  
had obtained p ro v is io n  in  commendam. He had then  become in v o lv e d  in  
litig a tio n  w ith  a n o th e r member o f the  Welsche fam ily , R obert. Because th e  
v icarage had been v a c a n t so long, i t  had devolved to  th e  aposto lic  see, 
and his p e titio n  was based on th is . This claim proved  u n su ccessfu l,
and in A p ril o f th e  fo llow ing year, Salmond fin a lly  y ie lded h is r ig h t  in  
the  benefice and , in  a p e titio n  lin ked  w ith  one from  R o b ert Welsche 
asking fo r  p ro v is io n , sought an annual pension of 20 m erks Scots on th e  
fru its  of the v ic a ra g e , to g e th e r w ith  th e  r ig h t  of reg ress  i f  paym ent
O C 7
ceased or was d e fe rre d . Welsche successfu lly  re ta in ed  th e  b en efice
u n til about 1567, so Salmond did not achieve any b e n e fit from  the
potentia l re g res s .388
Salmond o b ta ined  a ra th e r  la rg e r  pension from the f r u i ts  o f th e
perpetua l v ica rag e  o f C arnbee in  th e  diocese of S t.A ndrew s w h ich  he
tr ie d  to obtain  in  1539. When David M u ltra y  died in  A ugust o f th a t  y e a r,
he was one of a num ber o f claim ants. His own petition  was th e  f i r s t ,  on 
36925 Septem ber, b u t i t  was followed b y  requests  fo r p ro v is io n  from  two
370of his colleagues a t  Rome, D avid M ethven and David Bonar. The  
M ultrays w ere c le a r ly  w ish ing  to re ta in  th e  v icarage w ith in  th e ir  fam ily ,
365 27 A ug .1537 (Reg. Supp. 2260, f.281 -281v ) .
366 21 Mar. 1539 (Reg. Supp. 2324, f,151v -1 5 2 v ).
387 30 A p ril 1540. P e titio n  fo r  prov is ion  o f Robert Welsche (Reg. Supp. 
2376, f.216v -2 1 7 v ); Pension fo r  Salmond (Reg. Supp. 2376, f.2 1 7 v -  
218); PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 0 3 -4
368 Haws, Scottish. .Parish Clergy, 241.
369 Reg. Supp. 2353, f.5 8 v -5 9 .
370 M ethven on 14 O ctober (Reg. Supp. 2353, f.91V-9 2 ); Bonar on 1
November (Reg. Supp. 2352, f.247v ).
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fo r  James M u ltray  was a fo u r th  candidate fo r  provision on 9 Novem ber,
371lik e  the  o thers ask in g  fo r  p rov is ion  because of D av id ’s death .
F in a lly , a f i f th  c la im ant, William B la ir  ^  appeared v ia  a ra th e r  d if fe re n t
ro u te  in  F e b ru a ry  1540. He claimed th a t he had obtained p ro v is io n  b y
apostolic a u th o rity  from  D avid  Beaton, presum ably  u n d er th e  te rm s  o f
h is in d u lt  g ran ted  th e  y e a r  befo re , and asked fo r  a new p ro v is io n : th e
Bishop of C aserta and  th e  archdeacons o f Dunkeld and B rech in  w ere
372g iven  a mandate to  p ro v id e  him. James M u ltra y  how ever ch a llen g ed
th is  in  the e a rly  summer o f 1540, when he stated th a t he had been
presen ted  by  David Beaton and th a t the  C ard inal had th en  p roceeded  to
p ro v id e  B lair on ly  because he had fa iled  to g e t a new p ro v is io n  from
th e  pope. He had th e re fo re  appealed to the  apostolic see, ask in g  fo r  a
commission fo r  a decree  o f n u llity  ag ain st th e  action of th e  C a rd in a l,
and th is  was g ra n te d , th e  chancellor and two canons o f A b erd een
373form ing the commission. M u ltra y  em erged the v ic to r  from  th is
d ispute . On 5 A p r il 1541, i t  was re p o rte d  th a t a concord had been  
reached between M u ltra y  and Salmond who had obtained i t  b y  o rd in a ry  
and apostolic a u th o r ity  re s p e c tiv e ly , and Salmond yie lded a n y  r ig h t  he 
had in  fa v o u r o f M u ltra y , who asked the  pope fo r p ro v is io n  to  th e  
v icarage , the f r u its  o f w hich w ere £15 s te rlin g . Salmond was  
compensated w ith  a  pension  fo r  life  o f £20 Scots in  re tu rn  fo r  b o th  his  
resignation  and c o n tr ib u tin g  a h a lf-s h a re  tow ards the  expenses o f 
M u ltra y ’s litig a tio n  a g a in s t William B la ir u n til he obta ined  p e ac e fu l
Q7 A
possession. A lth o u g h  these records do not confirm  th a t M u ltra y  was
371 Reg. Supp. 2355, f .5 8 v -5 9 .
373 24 Feb.(Reg. Supp. 2367, f . l7 1 v ); P rovision (Reg. Lat. 1703, 260v -
261). B la ir so u g h t a  fu r th e r  new prov is ion  on 19 M arch (R eg .S u p p . 
2371, f,145 -145v )
373 8 June (Reg. Supp. 2378, f.44 ); 18 June (B rev . Lat. 31, f.359 )
374 Reg. Supp. 2417, f . H 7 v -1 1 8 v .
able to  rem ove th e  th re a t  from  B la ir, i t  seems c e rta in  th a t Salmond
c e rta in ly  d id  not succeed in  obta in ing  th e  v icarage; on th e  o th e r hand ,
he was able to  secure reasonable financ ia l compensation fo r  his e ffo rts .
John T h o rn to n  ju n io r  was also able to  fo rce  an a d v e rs a ry  to  b u y
him o ff w ith  a  pension in  o rd e r to gain  possession o f a p aro ch ia l
benefice. When th e  parsonage o f Edzell, an  in d ep en d en t parsonage in  th e
p atronage  of th e  a rchb ishop  o f S t.Andrew s, became v acan t fo llow ing  th e
death  o f A r th u r  Boys in  A p ril 1536, two claim ants ra p id ly  asked fo r
provis ion . John T h o rn to n  ju n io r  made the  f i r s t  p e titio n  on 23 M ay, and
375David P an ite r  followed fo u r  days la te r. The immediate outcome o f th is  
is not c lear, and i t  was not t i l l  1539 th a t fu r th e r  supp lications w ere  
made. In  F e b ru a ry  o f th a t y ea r, a new lit ig a n t em erged in  th e  fo rm  o f 
William M ow bray, who was in  possession of the  parsonage, and caused  
T horn to n  to seek p ro ro g a tio n  of his prov is ion  so th a t he could oust
0 » 7 C
M owbray. In  June 1539, John Foulis, who was stated to  be in  his
th ir te e n th  y ea r, e n te red  th e  lis ts , claim ing th a t both M ow bray and
T horn to n  had res ig n ed , o r th a t David P an ite r had res ig n ed . Foulis
sought and obta ined p ro v is io n  him self in  commendam t i l l  he reached  his
377e ig h teen th  yea r and th e n  in  titu lum . T h ree  years  la te r , T h o rn to n
petitioned  fo r  an an n u a l pension of £20 Scots from  the  f r u its  o f th e
parsonage u n til Foulis found  him another benefice o f s im ilar o r g re a te r
value (w hich  was £40 s te r lin g ): i f  th is  was not pa id , Tho rn to n  was to  
378have reg ress . G iven th e  gap before Tho rn to n  asked fo r  th e  pension, 
th e re  is alw ays th e  p o s s ib ility  th a t th is  was a las t a ttem p t b y  T h o rn to n
37^ Tho rn to n  (Reg. Supp. 2217, f . l2 4 -1 2 4 v ); P an ite r (Reg. Supp. 2217, 
f . l2 4 v ).
376 28 Feb.(Reg. Supp. 2342, f.238v )
377 22 June (Reg. Supp. 2339, f.237 -237v ); Provis ion  (Reg. V at. 1530,
f.222 -223v ).
378 12 May 1542 (Reg. Supp. 2459, f.141).
to  salvage something from  th e  d isp u te  ra th e r  th an  an a rran g em en t
between Foulis and him self. In  those circum stances, i t  cannot be c e rta in  
th a t Foulis d id  indeed pay th e  pension, b u t in  the  absence of evidence  
to  the  c o n tra ry , i t  seems reasonable to  assume th a t he d id  secure th e  
pension. In  an y  case, Foulis c e rta in ly  re ta in ed  the  parsonage a t leas t 
u n til 1566.379
A v a ria tio n  on th is  them e was adopted by an o th er o f th e
p ro cu rato rs  a t Rome. David M ethven , who successfully obta ined  th e
v icarage  of L a th ris k , had less good fo rtu n e  when he attem pted to  secure
th e  p erp e tu a l v icarage  of L in ton  in  Glasgow diocese, b u t was ab le  to
force his a d v e rs a ry , Adam K ingorne, to  exchange the p erp e tu a l v ic a rag e
of Fogo in  S t.A ndrew s diocese, a benefice  w hich, like  L in ton , was in  the
patronage o f th e  abbey of Kelso, in  o rd e r  to  obta in  the  Glasgow p arish .
In  May 1544, Adam had sought p ro v is io n  to the v icarage  w hen James
Schoriswood had resigned  in  his fa v o u r. He had agreed  to allow
Schoriswood to  re ta in , as an an nual pension, a ll the f ru its  o f the
benefice, and also rese rv ed  an annual pension of £20 Scots to  R ichard
Schoriswood, w hile James was able to  re ta in  the  r ig h t  of re g res s  i f  Adam
380yielded the  v icarage  o r died. Schoriswood died in  th a t m onth, and
th is  led to two fu r th e r  req u ests  fo r  p ro v is io n  in  the  autum n of 1544.
Adam K ingorne and David M ethven both sought prov ision  on 24 O ctober,
and M ethven was g iven  a b u ll o f p ro v is io n , which stated  th a t  R o b ert
381W alderston was deta in ing  i t  ille g a lly . They w ere not how ever th e
only claimants fo r , a few  days la te r , William Gordon claimed th a t he had  
obtained i t  b y  apostolic p ro v is io n  some tim e p rev io u s ly , b u t now doubted
379 11 Oct 1547 (Reg. Supp. 2618, f.2 93 -2 9 3 v ); Haws, Scottish P arish
C le rg y . 80.
380 14 May (Reg. Supp. 2519, f.2 10 -2 1 0 v ).
38* Kingorne (Reg. Supp. 2524, f . l8 3 v ); M ethven (Reg. Supp. 2524, 
f.200v ); P rovision fo r  M ethven  (Reg. Vat 1635, f.350 -352).
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382th e  v a lid ity  o f th is  and so was seeking a new prov is ion . M ethven
asked fo r  papal p rov is ion  on two fu r th e r  occasions in  th e  next th re e
y ears , claim ing in  the  f i r s t  th a t any provis ion  to K ingorne or Gordon
was vo id  on account o f th e ir  incapacity , and in  th e  second th a t R o b ert
383W alderston was again  his main a d ve rs a ry . Soon a fte rw a rd s , h ow ever,
he adopted  a  d if fe re n t s tra te g y . On 8 A u g u st 1547, he made a
supp lica tion  w hich stated  th a t, a lthough he had obta ined p ro v is io n  to
th e  v ic a rag e  and a ju d g em en t in  his fa v o u r a g a in s t R obert W alderston,
he and Adam K ingorne now proposed to exchange the  v icarag es  o f
L in ton  and Fogo. They  asked th e  pope to p ro v id e  them to  th e ir  new
384benefices, and K ingorne was g iven  a bu ll o f p ro v is io n  to  L in ton . 
M ethven had a lread y  rece ived  crown p resen ta tio n  to th e  v ica rag e  o f
O Q C
Fogo in  October 1546 as a  re s u lt  of K ingorne ’s res ig n a tio n . The
d ispute  seems to have been settled  by th is  a rran g em en t. I t  may be 
w orth  no ting  th a t K ingorne was g iven not on ly  th e  v ic a rag e  of L in to n , 
b u t also p ro b a b ly  the task  of rem oving W alderston, since th e  b u ll re fe rs  
to  th e  need to do th is: i t  may be wondered who got th e  b e tte r  o f th e  
b arg a in  in  th is  exchange. K ingorne must have been successfu l in  th is  
quest, since he was s till in  possession of th e  v ic a rag e  of L in to n  a t  th e  
Reform ation. 388
The p erp e tu a l v ica rag e  o f L inton was th e  s u b jec t o f e a r lie r  
lit ig a tio n  in v o lv in g  an o th er Scot a t Rome who was ra th e r  less w e ll-k n o w n  
than  those mentioned above. John B u rn et, a fa m ilia r o f James C ordelias,
382 27 Oct. (Reg. Supp. 2524, f.183 ).
383 3 May 1545 (Reg. Supp. 2539, f.171 -172); 8 June 1547 (Reg. Supp.
2610, f.215 -215v ).
38/* Reg. Supp. 2610, f.246; P rovis ion  of K ingorne (Reg. Lat. 1785, f.3 2 3 v -  
326); On 19 December, K ingorne obliged h im self fo r  th e  annates o f 
pro v is io n  on L in ton  (PR 031 /9 -3 3 /2 3 4 - 5)
385 8 Oct. (£ £ £ , iii,no ,1946).
388 Haws, S co ttish  Parish  C lerg y . 162
an apostolic scrip to r, was also able to fo rce  some financia l b en efit from
th is  d ispute , a lthough he was not able to obta in  the  v icarage  its e lf.
B u rn e t f i r s t  asked fo r  p ro v is io n  to  L in ton in  A ugust 1536, when th e
v ic a rag e  was vacant as a  re s u lt  o f the  res ig n a tio n  of Thomas C ra ig , and
387he obtained provision. He does not appear to have fe lt  secure in  his
r ig h t ,  fo r , on several occasions, he sought e ith e r  a new pro v is io n  o r
p ro ro g a tio n  of his p ro v is io n  because o f the d istance of Scotland o r th e
388w ars  in  the  co u n try . By th e  autum n of 1538, B u rn et was in  d isp u te
w ith  George D u ry , archdeacon of St. Andrews and , indeed, th is  may have
been the  cause of his e a r lie r  unease. In  Septem ber, an agreem ent was
reached  th a t B u rn e t was to  y ie ld  his r ig h t  in  th e  benefice and D u ry  was
to  o b ta in  the vicarage; B u rn e t was also to rece ive  an annual pension of
£20 Scots on the f ru its  to g e th e r w ith  th e  r ig h t  o f regress  i f  D u ry  fa iled
to  p ay  the pension. T h ey  jo in t ly  asked fo r  papal confirm ation o f th is
389agreem ent in a p e titio n  o f 11 Septem ber. This was p resum ably  
successful, a lthough D u ry  cannot have held i t  fo r  long since b y  May  
1544, as is ind ica ted  above, James Schoriswood was th e  v ic a r .  
N everthe less , th is  ind ica tes  how a re la tiv e ly  unknow n Scot a t Rome could  
ob ta in  some financ ia l re w a rd  as a re s u lt o f challenging a p o w e rfu l 
a d v e rs a ry  such as D u ry , who was commendator o f Dunferm line as w ell as 
th e  senior archdeacon in  S t. A ndrew s, and cousin to David Beaton .399
38  ^ 16 Aug,(Reg. Supp, 2220, f.205v -206 ); P rovision (Reg. Lat. 1680, f .6 7 -  
68v ).
388 5 Sept. 1546 (Reg. Supp. 2225, f.76v -7 7 ); 28 Feb.1537 (Reg. Supp.
2255, f.114); 21 Nov.1537 (Reg. Supp. 2270, f.295-295v ); 29 Dec.1537 
(Reg. Supp. 2269, f.300v ); 14 Jan.1538 (Reg. Supp. 2273, f . l9 2 v -  
193); 13 May 1538 (Reg. Supp. 2293, f.39 ).
389 Reg. Supp. 2297, f . l4 - 1 4 v .
390 A second example o f th is , i f  one w ith  a less w ell known b en efice - 
holder, is p ro v id ed  b y  James Brown, an o th er Scot a t Rome, who  
forced James Crom by, p e rp e tu a l v ic a r  o f Tealing , to g ra n t him a  
pension of 20 m erks Scots p er annum on th e  fru its  to b u y  o ff his  
opposition on 1 M arch 1535 (Reg. Supp. 2169, f .2 8 - 28v ).
The S cottish  p ro c u ra to rs  a t the  c u ria  w ere often  no t ab le  to
achieve even th is  lim ited  fin an c ia l success in  th e ir  e ffo rts  to  secure
parochia l benefices in  th e ir  own land. There  are  many cases w hen th e y
sim ply fa iled  a lto g e th e r in  th e ir  litig a tio n . This happened to  David
Bonar, fo r  example, on th re e  occasions. He f ir s t  petitioned fo r  p ro v is io n
to the p e rp e tu a l v ic a rag e  of Lesw alt in  Galloway on 15 Decem ber 1536,
when he said th a t th e  benefice was vacan t as a re s u lt of th e  death  of
391Thomas Nicholson in  Novem ber. Just o ver a month la te r , how ever,
Thomas M elville , parson  of H utton, asked fo r  a new commendation to  the
v icarage , s ta tin g  th a t  he had a lread y  obtained i t  by  o rd in a ry  a u th o r ity ,
392b u t th a t the v a lid ity  o f th is  was questioned b y  some. B onar may
have responded im m ediately  to th is  challenge, and c e rta in ly  d id  so two
years la te r, when he asked fo r  p ro rogation  of his prov is ion  fo r  a yea r
because he could not ta k e  possession o f the benefice on account o f an
393in tru s io n  by a n o th e r claim ant. This was unsuccessful, h o w ever, and  
Bonar fin a lly  acknow ledged defeat in  1543. In  A ugust o f th a t  yea r, 
M elville asked fo r  papal p rov is ion , s ta tin g  th a t he had o b ta ined  i t  b y  
o rd in a ry  a u th o r ity , b u t th a t David Bonar had held i t  b y  apostolic  
a u th o rity  and had ra ised  a case against him; David had s u b seq u en tly  
however resigned  in  his fa v o u r in  the  hands of H enry , b ishop  of 
Galloway. I t  was not t i l l  la te  October th a t an actual cession o f r ig h t  in
Q O /t
the  benefice was re g is te re d . M elville  held the v icarage u n til  s h o rtly
QQP
before the Reform ation.
391 Reg. Supp. 2236, f.243v -244.
392 23 Jan. 1537 (Reg. Supp. 2237, f.258v ).
393 21 March 1539 (Reg. Supp. 2551, f.222 -222v ).
39^ 15 Aug. (Reg. Supp. 2490, f . 162v —163); Cession by  Bonar on 30 
October (Reg. Supp. 2493, f.209v ; PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 5 9 ).
39  ^ Haws, S co ttish  P arish  C lerg y . 160.
B onar’s second fa ilu re  o ccu rred  when he tr ie d  to obta in  th e  
v icarage of Collessie in  th e  diocese of S t.Andrew s when John T h o rn to n  
ju n io r  died sometime in  M arch 1547. E arly  the  follow ing month, he asked  
th e  pope to p ro v id e  him to th e  benefice because o f its  vacancy  p e r
OQC
obitum. M arch was not, how ever, one of the  months re s e rv e d  to
papal p rov is ion , and claim ants in  Scotland w ere not slow to  note
T h o rn to n ’s death. K e n tig e rn  L iv ingstone  obtained ro ya l p resen ta tio n
w ith in  a few days, and la te r  th a t y ea r, he asked fo r  a new p ro v is io n
397from the  pope, s ta tin g  th a t  he a lre a d y  had o rd in a ry  a u th o rity . I f
L iv ingstone did hold th e  v ic a rag e , i t  was on ly  fo r a sh o rt tim e, because
in  Septem ber 1547, he was said to be dead when Thomas Scot was
398granted  p resen ta tio n  to  th e  benefice  by  th e  crown. The T h o rn to n
fam ily b r ie f ly  appeared  again  w hen James Thornton claimed th a t  i t  was
u n law fu lly  deta ined  by  James Rolland and sought prov is ion  in  J an u ary  
3991548. This seems to have been qu ite  unsuccessful, because Thomas 
Scot was in  possession a t th e  R eform ation .499 A single a ttem p t b y  Bonar 
to oust A ndrew  Stevenson from  th e  pensionary v icarage  o f W h ith orn  in  
1536 also met w ith  no success. The petitions re la tin g  to th is  in d ica te  
th a t Andrew was a canon of th e  p r io ry  of W hithorn to w hich th e  ch u rch  
was a p p ro p ria ted .49 "^
399 3 A p ril (Reg. Supp. 2609, f.2 06 ).
007
8 A p ril (RSS. iii,no .2241); P rovis ion  sought on 4 Ju ly  (Reg. Supp.
2616, f . l 01v ).
398 26 Sept. 1547 (RSS, iii,no .2456).
399 24 Jan. 1548 (Reg. Supp. 2626, f . l7 6 -1 7 6 v ).
400 Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 44.
49  ^ Bonar req u ested  a new commendation on 1 October 1536, claim ing
th a t he had obta ined  i t  b y  o rd in a ry  a u th o rity  (Reg, Supp. 2224,
f.47v -4 8 ); S tevenson re s ig n s  in  fa v o u r of R obert S tevenson, who
was also a canon o f W h ith o rn , w hile  re ta in in g  a ll the  f r u its  and
the r ig h t  o f re g res s , on 20 December 1541 (Reg. Supp. 2407, f.261);
Cowan, P arish es . 209.
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David Bonar and James Salmond w ere both unsuccessfu l in  th e ir  
attem pts  to  obtain the  p e rp e tu a l v icarag e  of Longforgan. In  May 1536, 
th e  benefice was void b y  th e  death of A r th u r  Boys in  th e  previous  
m onth, and Salmond asked th a t he be p ro v id ed .493 T h ree  o th e r litig a n ts  
soon en te red  the  contest, William H epburn  on 27 May, A ndrew  L o ckh art 
on 8 Ju ly  and James S tra th a u c h in , who claimed th a t he a lread y  had
J AQ
o rd in a ry  a u th o rity  to th e  v ic a rag e , on the 24th o f th a t month. This
s tro n g  challenge seems to  have d iscouraged Salmond fo r , e a r ly  in  1537,
he ceded his r ig h t  in th e  benefice to David Bonar, who sought and was
404g ra n te d  provision  b y  the  pope. Ju st as Salmond appears  to have
re t ire d  from  th is  d ispute , so did his o rig in a l th re e  opponents (w ith  one 
possible exception). On 21 Septem ber 1538, Michael D isart, described as a 
fam ilia r of the  King, asked fo r  papal prov ision  s ta tin g , as S tra th au ch in  
had done p rev io u s ly , th a t  he had a lread y  obta ined the  benefice by  
o rd in a ry  a u th o rity  b u t th a t th is  was doubted by  some.499 Bonar did  
not g ive up his claim w ith o u t a s tru g g le : in  M arch of th e  fo llow ing yea r, 
he sought prorogation  of his prov is ion  fo r  a yea r beyond th e  th re e  
years allowed in o rd e r to  oust an in tru d e r .499 This was not successful, 
how ever, fo r  in M arch 1544 i t  was said th a t Michael D isart had resigned  
in  th e  hands of C ard ina l Beaton and George Scott was g iven  o rd in a ry  
a u th o r ity  to hold th e  benefice , a possession w hich he tr ie d  to  
s tre n g th e n  by seeking papal p ro v is io n .49^
492 23 May (Reg. Supp. 2217, f,189 -189v ).
493 H epburn  (Reg. Supp.2228, f .7 0 -7 0 v ); L o ckh art (Reg. Supp. 2219, f .4 2 -
42v ); S tra th au ch in  (Reg. Supp. 2221, f .9 7 -9 7 v ).
494 11 Jan. 1537 (Reg. Supp. 2234, f.9 6 v -9 7 ); Provision (Reg. Vat. 1635,
f.126-127).
495 Reg. Supp. 2307, f . l2 5 v -127 .
499 21 M ar.(Reg. Supp. 2351, f.2 22 -2 2 2 v ).
49  ^ 13 March (Reg. Supp. 2524, f.189 ). This p e titio n  h in ts  a t the
possib ility  th a t S tra th a u c h in  m ight have continued to hold some
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Salmond again  met w ith  even tu a l fa ilu re  when he t r ie d  to  re ta in
the  p erp e tu a l v ic a ra g e  o f B inning in  St. Andrews diocese, a lth o u g h  he
did hold i t  in  some w ay fo r  f iv e  years  before he was ousted b y  James
Bachelor. He f i r s t  asked to be g iven  provision  to the  b en efice  in
December 1534, w hen i t  was vacan t as a re s u lt of the  re s ig n a tio n  o f
William C h irns ide  and  he said th a t he a lre a d y  had o rd in a ry  a u th o r ity .498
When he rep ea ted  th e  re q u e s t a few  weeks la te r, the  cause o f th e
vacancy was said to  be b y  cession of Thomas Dickson in  th e  hands of 
409the o rd in a ry . He seems to have held i t  fo r  five  years b u t, e a r ly  in
1540, he asked to  be g iven  new provisions to th ree  benefices, in c lu d in g  
B inning .449 In  O ctober 1541, how ever, he resigned the  v ic a ra g e , and  he 
and James Bachelor asked th a t the  pope would provide Bachelor an d  also  
g ra n t Salmond th e  r ig h t  o f reg ress  i f  Bachelor died o r re s ig n e d  th e  
benefice.4 ^ V  In  A u g u s t 1543, Bachelor was the v ic a r ,4 ^2 b u t tw o years  
la te r , Salmond seems to  have made an a ttem p t to p re -e m p t th e  re g res s  
and seize the benefice  back fo r  his fam ily  in  a piece of opportu n ism . On 
18 Septem ber 1544, he was said to have resigned and h is  b ro th e r ,
A  1 O
R obert, asked fo r  p ro v is io n . No success attended th is  re q u e s t, and  
Bachelor re ta in ed  th e  v ica rag e  u n til 1548, when he was said to  have
r ig h t  in  th e  benefice , b y  g iv in g  his resignation  as a  possib le  
a lte rn a tiv e  cause o f th e  vacancy.
498 29 Dec. (Reg. Supp. 2164, f.3 2 ).
499 21 Jan. 1535 (Reg. Supp. 2170, f.65v -6 6 ).
419 18 Feb. 1540 (Reg. Supp. 2396, f .2 5 -2 5 v ).
411 4 Oct. (Reg. Supp. 2434, f.231v -2 3 2 ).
412 27 Aug. 1542 (Reg. Supp. 2464, f.296 -296v )
413 Reg. Supp. 2525, f.2 64 -2 6 4 v
died and S ir John P e ry  was presented  b y  the  crown to th e  b enefice
414d u rin g  th e  vacancy in  th e  see.
Like Bonar and  Salmond, John Thorn to n  ju n io r was u n su ccessfu l
in  a t least one of h is a ttem pts  to secure a benefice fo r  him self. When
the  p e rp etu a l v ic a rag e  o f Log ie-D urno  in  th e  diocese of A b erd een  fe ll
vacant on th e  d eath  o f James Menzies in  October 1542, T h o rn to n
endeavoured to o b ta in  p ro v is io n  from  the  pope e a rly  th e  fo llo w in g
y e a r .4 ^  This p ro v is io n  was not e ffec tive : John Philp appears  to  have
obtained the  v ica rag e  b y  o th e r means. When Thornton next took action
in  the  cu ria  in  O ctober 1544, he claimed th a t Philp was d e ta in in g  th e
v icarage u n law fu lly : because of the  pow er of his a d v e rs a ry  and  th e
distance of the  c h u rc h  from  Rome, he could not oust him, so he asked
fo r  provision  fo r  a y e a r  beyond the  th re e  years allowed to  rem ove  
41 fihim. The next re fe re n c e  to  the  v icarag e  in  these records  was no t
fo r  th ree  more y ea rs , w hen A lexander Thornton  asked to be g iven
provision  to  th e  b en efice , fo llow ing John T h o rn to n ’s death. No m ention
was made of P h ilp  in  th e  p e titio n  a lthough  the  general d iscla im er th a t
any o th er prov is ion  was vo id  b y  in cap ac ity  may well have had more
th an  form al s ig n ifican ce  on th is  occasion.4 "^ 7 In  fac t, P h ilp  alm ost
c e rta in ly  re ta in ed  possession th ro u g h o u t th is  period: he c e rta in ly  he ld
418the  benefice in  1546 and  beyond the  Reform ation. I t  seems h ig h ly  
probable th a t he was a  member o f th e  Ph ilp  fam ily who from  1523 to  
1566 held the  ab b acy  o f L indores, to  which the c h u rc h  was
4^4 28 May (RSS.iii. no.2793). Salmond also fa iled  to obtain th e  p arsonage  
of Tannadice w hich  was eve n tu a lly  un ited  to  the College o f S t. 
M ary ’s.(Reg. Supp. 2329, f.297 -298).
415 14 Jan. 1543 (Reg. Supp. 2480, f.34v : Reg. Supp. 2476, f .8 5 -8 5 v ).
4^8 14 Oct. (Reg. Supp. 2525, f.281v ).
417 25 June 1547 (Reg. Supp. 2610, f . l9 5 v -1 9 6 ).
418 Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 166.
a p p ro p ria ted . I f  th is  is so, i t  is q u ite  u n d ers tan d ab le  w hy T h o rn to n  was
unable to  m ount a successful challenge to  a member o f the  fam ily  o f the
419head of the  a p p ro p ria tin g  body.
T h ere  a re  o th e r sim ilar examples of th e  lack o f success
experienced b y  Scottish  p ro cu ra to rs  in  secu rin g  such benefices, such as
John S tevenson’s v a in  attem pt to ob ta in  th e  parsonage of T a rv it  d u rin g
1547 and 1548 in  com petition w ith  N igel L a in g .429 In  ad d ition , th e re  a re
several cases in v o lv in g  th is  group  o f Scotsmen w here  th e  immediate
outcome is unknow n. Such a case is th e  d ispute  between David Bonar
and John Stevenson o ver the v ica rag e  o f C rugg le ton  in  th e  diocese of 
421Galloway in  1537. Bonar and S tevenson also found them selves in
d ispute w ith  a th ird  claim ant betw een 1535 and 1539 o ver the  p en s io n ary
422v icarage  o f K irk in n e r, in  lit ig a tio n  whose re s u lt is not c lear. The
fin a l outcome o f these and o th e r cases can only  be solved b y  deta iled  
s tu d y  of local evidence, the  records o f th e  Rota and, no doubt in  some 
cases, the  supplications and bulls o f P au l I l l ’s successor, Ju lius  I I I .
A t one end of the spectrum  o f r ig h ts  which determ ined  
appointm ents to  benefices was th e  S cottish  crow n, as th e  most p o w e rfu l 
rep res e n ta tive  o f patronage w ith in  Scotland and, as has been seen, both  
James V and th e  e a r l o f A rra n  exercised th is  on numerous occasions. A t 
th e  o th er end o f th e  spectrum  was th e  papacy its e lf. A lthough p aro ch ia l
419 Lind. Cart.» 310-3; Cowan, P arish es . 137.
420 Reg. Supp. 2647, f . l9 1 v ; R £ £ ,iii, 2386; RSS.iv.no.36.
421 Reg. Supp. 2264, f .H 2 v -113; Reg. Supp. 2240, f,154v -155; Reg. Supp.
2351, f.222-222v.
422 Reg. Supp. 2171, f.291-291V ; Reg. Supp. 2235, f.280V; Reg. Supp.
2258, f.35-35v; Reg. Supp. 2351, f.222-222v ; PRO 31/9-33/56.
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benefices did not a t t ra c t  personal papal a tte n tio n  as happened w ith  
m ajor benefices on occasions, powers could be delegated to in d iv id u a ls  
to ac t w ith  apostolic a u th o r ity  in  reg ard  to such appointm ents. In  th is  
resp ec t, th e  in d u lts  made b y  Paul I I I  to David Beaton, in it ia lly  in  1539 
re la tin g  to benefices a lre a d y  a t  his disposition b u t also covering  th e  
months u su a lly  rese rved  to  th e  papacy, and more su b stan tia lly  when he 
was g ra n te d  extensive pow ers o ver the lesser benefices as legate a  
la te re  in  Jan u ary  1544, p ro v id ed  a potentia l s u b s titu te  fo r  the exercise  
of papal a u th o rity .
By defin ition , th e  existence of these r ig h ts  m ust have meant th a t  
some o f these appointm ents w ere  made w ith o u t re fe re n c e  to Rome, and  
no reco rd  o f them would ap p ea r in  the records w hich  form  the basis fo r  
th is  s tu d y . A copy of a le t te r  of provision to  a v icarage  u n d e r th e
inn
In d u lt  o f 1544 is recorded  in  th e  St,A ndrew s Form ulare . There  is
also d ire c t evidence o f Beaton u tilis in g  his a u th o r ity  u n d er these  
in d u lts . On 15 Ju ly  1545, fo r  example, an in s tru m en t was issued  
re co rd in g  a g ra n t of th e  parsonage of Wigtown, an independent church  
u su ally  in  the  patronage o f th e  p r io ry  o f W hithorn , to P atrick  Wauss, 
son of John Wauss of B arn b arro ch , follow ing his provision , in  bulls  
dated 9 June of th a t y ea r, by  the  archbishop of S t.A ndrew s, acting  in  
his cap ac ity  as "legatus  n a fu s " .424 F u rth e r  examples a re  c ited e a r lie r  
in  th is  c h ap ter and, as M a rg a re t Sanderson has in d ica ted , o th e r le tte rs  
of p ro v is io n  have also s u rv iv e d .42^
The Vatican records  do, how ever, make a few  references  to th e  
exercise o f these powers b y  Beaton. When, fo r  example, William B la ir, one 
of fiv e  contestants fo r  th e  v ic a rag e  of Carnbee in  1540, asked fo r  a new
423 SttAtPprmiii.no.423.
424 W igtownshire C h rs . 228, no.293.
42  ^ See above, p.259,265,288; Sanderson, C ard inal o f Scotland. 109.
p ro v is io n  fo llo w in g  th e  death o f th e  las t v ic a r in  a re s e rv e d  month, he 
claimed th a t  he had rece ived  p rov is ion  by apostolic a u th o r ity  from  David
AOC
Beaton. The outcome of th is  litig a tio n , ending in  B la ir ’s fa ilu re  to  
secure th e  b en efice , ind icates  th a t th e  exercise o f these pow ers did not, 
even when accompanied b y  Beaton’s personal a u th o r ity , necessarily  
guaran tee  success.
James Rolland, who was commissary of St. A ndrew s u n d e r Beaton, 
was more successfu l in  his a ttem p t to  obtain the v ic a rag e  o f Glamis in  
the  1540s. He was stated  to have been provided  to th e  v ica rag e  by
David Beaton ac tin g  u n d er the  "apostolic in d u lt fo r  p rov is ions  to
benefices", w hen he too asked th e  pope fo r  a new p ro v is io n  on 11 May 
1544, because th e  v a lid ity  o f th e  e a r lie r  p rovision  was doubted by
407
some. As happened to William B la ir, Rolland's possession o f the
v icarage  was challenged , in  th is  case by  James T h o rn to n  in  Jan u ary
4281548. U n lik e  B la ir, how ever, Rolland was able to m aintain  his hold
429on the  benefice , w hich  he re ta in e d  beyond the Reform ation.
I t  is c le a r, how ever, both from  these examples and  also the  
evidence of o th e r supplications d u rin g  th is  period th a t  th e  g ran ts  to  
Beaton, p a r t ic u la r ly  th a t of the  leg atesh ip , did not stop req u ests  fo r  
appointm ents co n tin u in g  to  go to Rome.
The in flu en ce  of fac to rs  w ith in  Scotland in  m aking appointm ents  
to p arish  ch u rch es  and th e  cu re  o f souls dem onstrate th e  pow ers which
426 24 Feb. (Reg. Supp. 2367, f,171v ).
427 Reg. Supp. 2510, f.279v .
428 24 Jan.(R eg. Supp. 2626, f,1 76 -1 7 6 v .
429 Haws, S cottish  P arish  C le rg y . 97.
could be exercised b y  th e  crow n and o th e r p a trons  in  such benefices . 
N evertheless, as has been shown, the  system o f papal reserva tio n  could  
p u t even the most c le a r -c u t  r ig h t  in  doubt and , to th is  exten t, e v e ry  
possible precaution  to  e n su re  smooth succession to a benefice was to  be 
taken . In  th is  resp ec t, th e  system  its e lf p ro v id ed  some safety  devices  
w hich appear to  have been used th ro u g h o u t th e  whole o rg an isa tio n a l 
s tru c tu re  o f the  ch u rch .
The use made o f th e  device of res ig n a tio  in  favorem  by  fam ilies  
to secure the  succession to  a p arish  cure  w ith in  the  fam ily is p e rh a p s
the most common. I t  has appeared  in c id e n ta lly  on several occasions
e a rlie r  in  th is  c h ap te r, b u t i t  is w orthw hile  in d ica tin g  its  scale, and  
examining its  success o r lack  o f i t  in  ra th e r  more detail.
The normal m anner in  w hich th is  device was used was to  ask  
both fo r  the p rov is ion  o f a new holder and fo r  the  o rig in a l h o ld e r to  
re ta in  a ll the  fru its  o f th e  benefice and the  r ig h t  of regress. In  m any  
instances, indeed, th e  o r ig in a l ho lder o f th e  benefice re ta ined  th e  t i t le  
of "parson” or "v ica r"  o f th e  church  in  question. This ensured th a t  i f  
the  ho lder died or re s ig n e d  th e  benefice, th e  fam ily  would s till re ta in  
possession. The device is v e r y  much lin ked  w ith  the  p re va len t th in k in g  
a t th is  time of the  benefice  as a form  of p ro p e rty  and, to many fam ilies ,
i t  must have been seen as a  source of reven u e  like  a piece o f la n d ,
ju d g in g  by  the  num ber o f examples o f its  use. One o ther s tr ik in g  
fea tu re  is th a t severa l fam ilies  engag ing in  th is  practice seem to  h ave  
been w illing  to go th ro u g h  th e  whole process o f provision , in c lu d in g  th e  
expense of obta in ing  a p ap a l b u ll p resum ably in  o rd e r to e n su re  th e  
effectiveness of th e  exerc ise . C onsiderably more bulls have s u rv iv e d  in  
the reg is te rs  reco rd in g  th is  k in d  of process th an  have been fo u n d  fo r  
s tra ig h tfo rw ard  p ro v is io n s  o r fo r  the  d isputes discussed above. By and  
large , th e ir  confidence in  th e  e fficacy  of th e  procedure was n o t i l l -  
founded.
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One example o f the  practice  can be seen w ith  th e  p e rp e tu a l
v ic a rag e  of Forgue in  th e  diocese of A berdeen . On 2 Septem ber 1539,
George Houston res ig n ed  the  benefice in  th e  hands of th e  pope and
George O g ilvy , a  c le rk  o f th e  diocese, asked fo r  p ro v is io n , w ith  the
prov iso  th a t th e  f r u its  should rem ain w ith  Houston fo r  l ife  along w ith
th e  r ig h t  o f reg ress  i f  O g ilvy  should die o r res ig n , th a t  he should
re ta in  his manse, and th a t his executors should obta in  th e  annates or
h a lf the  fru its  of th e  f i r s t  year a fte r  his death . In  the  p e titio n , the
p a tro n  was said to be th e  lord of F re n d ra u g h t, William C rich to n , who
had g ran ted  the  parsonage of the ch u rch  to A rb ro a th  in  th e  th ir te e n th  
a  on
c e n tu ry . The b u ll g iv in g  mandate to th e  Bishop of C aserta , th e  abbot 
of Kinloss and the subdean of Ross to p ro v id e  George O g ilv y  and the
A Q1
re se rv a tio n  of th e  f ru its  to  Houston s u rv iv e s . The im p o rta n t po int
here was th a t, as th e  p etitio n  made c lea r, O g ilvy  was H ouston’s nephew
by his s is ter. On 15 Septem ber, James V w rote  to C ard in a l Ghinucci
saying  th a t he had h eard  th a t the  pope had p ro h ib ited  a ll regresses
and reservatio n s  of f ru its  and "none too soon in  James’s op in ion", b u t
sooner th an  su ited  e ith e r  O g ilvy  or the  K ing, and he asked th e  C ard inal
432to persuade the  pope to le t th is  one stand. O g ilvy  c e rta in ly  held the  
v icarage  in  A p ril 1540 and in  1543, when he was Chancellor o f Dunblane, 
w hile  Houston was described as v ic a r in  1542, exem plify ing  th e  common
Ann
custom described in  th e  in tro d u c tio n  to th is  section.
439 Reg. Supp. 2353, f.106-107; Cowan, P arish es .69; I.B .Cow an, "The  
m edieval ch u rch  in  the  diocese of A b erd een ", 36.
431 Reg. Lat. 1703, f.2 20 -2 2 0 v : Reg. Lat. 1703, f.220v -2 2 2 v .
432 James V L e tte rs . 378-9.
433 28 A p ril 1540 (Reg. Supp. 2372, f . l7 8 v -1 7 9 ); 20 Aug.1543 (Reg. Supp.
2480, f,189v ); Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 92; Haws re fe re n c e  
(RMS,iii,no .2777) tra n s crib e s  Houston’s name as Hogstoun and the  
ro ya l le t te r  as Ogstoun.
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A second instance of th is  w ith in  the  same diocese o ccu rred  w ith  
the  p e rp e tu a l v ica rag e  of K innethm ont, a church  annexed to th e  ab b ey  
of L indores. A lexander S p itta l res ig n ed  the benefice in  Novem ber 1538 
and p e titio n ed , along w ith  James S p itta l, fo r  the pope to p ro v id e  James, 
while th e  f r u its  and re tu rn s  w ere  to  be reserved  fo r  A lexander a long  
w ith  th e  r ig h t  o f re g res s , and to g e th e r w ith  a re se rv a tio n  to  his  
executors o f a ll th e  annates o r h a lf th e  fru its  of the  f i r s t  yea r a f te r  h is
J Q i
death: these req u ests  w ere a ll g ran ted . This seems to have been
successful, fo r  James seems to  have re ta ined  i t  u n til his death  sometime
before 1580.43  ^ The use of a benefice  as a piece of fam ily  p ro p e r ty  was
ju s t as common in  o th e r p a rts  of th e  co u n try . The ch u rch  of Lasswade
was also tre a te d  in  th is  w ay b y  th e  Learm onth fam ily in  th e  1540s. Th is
church  had a an extrem ely  v a r ie d  h is to ry  w ith  re g ard  to  a p p ro p ria tio n
but, a fte r  1487, th e  parsonage and  v icarage  were a p p a re n tly  annexed to
the d ean ery  of th e  collegiate c h u rc h  o f R estalrig , leav ing  th e  c u re  as a
pensionary v icarag e . John Learm onth having obtained th is  benefice
437in  1536, res ig n ed  in  fa v o u r o f h is  n a tu ra l b ro th e r, James, e ig h t yea rs
la ter. They successfu lly  p e titio n ed  to g e th er th a t James be g iven  papal
provision, to g e th e r w ith  th e  usual conditions re g a rd in g  f r u its  and  
438regress fo r  John. James su b seq u en tly  sought p ro ro g atio n  of p ro v is io n
439on 3 occasions w ith in  th e  n ext y e a r. In  the absence of an y  ev id en ce
434 27 Nov.(Reg. Supp. 2329, f.282v -2 8 3 v ); Provision (Reg. Lat. 1697,
f.59v -6 0 ); R eservation  of f r u its  and regress (Reg. La t. 1697, f .6 0 v -  
62v ). Less th a n  a y e a r  la te r ,o n  26 Septem ber 1549, James asked  
fo r  a p ro v is io n  p e rin d e  v a le re  because the  value of th e  f r u its  had  
not been c o rre c tly  s ta ted  (Reg. Supp. 2346, f . 246-247).
435 Haws, Scottish  P arish  C le rg y . 141.
436 Cowan, P arish es . 128.
437 6 Ju ly  (R eg .S u p p .2217,f.243-243v).
438 4 Nov.1544 (Reg. Supp. 2530, f.2 22 v ); Provision (Reg. Lat. 1661, f .4 0 -
41); R eservation  of f r u its  and  regress  (Reg. Lat. 1661, f .3 9 -4 0 ).
439 14 F eb .1545 (Reg. Supp. 2542, f . l ) ;  4 May (Reg. Supp. 2539, f . l7 4 v );
19 May (Reg. Supp. 2543, f.229 ).
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to  th e  c o n tra ry , i t  seems reasonable to  assume th a t the  tra n s ac tio n  was 
successful.
The p e rp e tu a l v ica rag e  o f S tra ito n  in  Glasgow diocese p ro v id es  a 
fu r th e r  illu s tra tio n  o f th is  a c t iv ity  by Scottish fam ilies. The benefice  
was resigned  in  th e  hands of the pope in  1535 b y  Thomas Boswell, and  
William Boswell tw ice asked fo r  p ro v is io n .449 This was successfu lly  
obtained a fte r  th e  second p e titio n  w hen i t  was c lear th a t  the  
arran g em en t was v e ry  much the s tan d ard  one outlined  above: Thomas 
sought rese rva tio n  o f th e  fru its  and re tu rn s , and the  r ig h t  o f reg ress  
i f  William died o r res ig n ed , to g e th er w ith  in  th is  case re te n tio n  o f the  
v ic a r ’s manse.44  ^ William, according to the  papal p ro v is io n , was a 
fa m ilia r o f C ard inal Symonete: he may have been re s id e n t in  Rome,
a lth o u g h , i f  so, he was not one o f those who a re  notable because of 
th e ir  b en efice -seek in g  a c tiv itie s . On 9 M arch 1537, th e y  both  sought a 
pro ro g atio n  of the  p ro v is io n  fo r  6 months so th a t i t  could be pub lished  
and, a ra th e r  r a re r  occurrence, William prom ised to pay th e  annates of 
th e  v icarag e , hav ing  a lre a d y  paid p a r t  o f them two w eeks e a r lie r .442 
The benefice continued w ith  William u n til his death around 1566.443
The p erp etu a l v ica rag e  of S prouston which was also in  the  
diocese of Glasgow, was s im ila rly  passed between two members o f the  
one fam ily . In  June 1538, R ichard Richardson resigned  in  fa v o u r  of 
David R ichardson, and the  pope was asked to p ro v id e  D avid , who was in  
his fif te e n th  year in  commendam u n til h is e ig h teen th  y e a r and fu lly  
th e re a fte r . A t the same tim e, re se rv a tio n  o f the  fru its  and th e  r ig h t  of
449 29 Oct.(Reg. Supp. 2189, f.207v ); 10 Dec.(Reg. Supp. 2195, f .86 )
44 ^  P rovision (Reg. La t. 1646, f. 100-103); no record  of th e  g ra n tin g  of 
the reservatio n  of th e  f ru its  o r the  r ig h t  o f reg ress  has been  
traced .
442 Reg. Supp. 2239, f.96; PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /5 1 -5 2
443 Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 227.
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re g res s  w ere  also sought fo r  R ichard , and these requests  w ere both
g ra n te d .444 A lthough none of th e  records sta te  th e  exact re la tio n sh ip
betw een th e  two Richardsons, i t  can h a rd ly  be doubted th a t th e y  w ere
indeed  re la te d . By 1550, i t  was held b y  Thomas R ichardson, who was
presum ab ly  a  fu r th e r  member o f th e  fa m ily .44^ A fin a l example o f th e
successfu l use of th is  p ractice  can be p ro v id ed  b y  coming back to  th e
n o rth -e a s t o f the c o u n try , to  th e  p e rp e tu a l v ica rag e  pensionary  o f
W ardlaw in  th e  diocese of M oray. A ndrew  C u th b e rt res ig n ed  the v ic a rag e
in  Novem ber 1541 in  fa v o u r o f his nephew, James, n o tw ith s tan d in g  his
de fect o f b ir th  as the  son of an u nm arried  man and woman. James
th ereu p o n  p etitio n ed  fo r  p ro v is io n , w hile A ndrew  asked fo r  re s e rv a tio n
of the  f r u its  and re tu rn s  fo r  life , along w ith  p ro v is io n  fo r  reg ress  in
a  a  a .
the  s ta n d ard  circum stances; these requests  w ere  g ran ted . I t  c e rta in ly  
appears as i f  the fam ily  w ere successful in  th e ir  action: in  1557, i t  was 
occupied b y  David C u th b ert, p resum ably  a re la tiv e  of th e  two  
p e titio n e rs , who continued in  possession beyond the  Reform ation .447
These examples a re  ty p ic a l of many found  am ongst th e  Vatican  
records . F u r th e r  cases are  found  in  re la tio n  to o th er p aroch ia l 
benefices, th e  Shaws in  the v icarages of Borgue and of Coul, the  
Lindsays in  th a t o f N ew tyle, the  Ramsays a t Torph ichen  and th e  
Salmonds (a  res ig n atio n  b y  James Salmond, whose o th e r benefice  
a c tiv itie s  have a lread y  been d iscussed) a t C luny, being amongst them.
444 16 June 1538 (Reg. Supp. 2286, f .H 3 v -1 1 4 ); P rovis ion  (Reg. Lat.
1657A, f . l4 2 v -1 4 4 v ); R eservation  of f r u its  and re g res s  (Reg. Lat. 
1657, f . l3 0 v -1 3 2 )
445 24 Feb.1550 (R SS.iv.no.571L
44® 25 Nov.(Reg. Supp. 2439, f.4 8 v -4 9 v ); P rovis ion  (Reg. Lat. 1726, f .3 0 3 -
304); Reservation o f f r u its  and  reg ress  (Reg. Lat. 1726, f.304v -  
306).
447 26 Sept. (EM £,iv,no.l234).
In  a ll these  examples, th e  res ig n in g  holder re ta in ed  a ll th e  f r u i ts  
o f the  benefice along w ith  th e  r ig h t  o f reg ress . In  few , i f  a n y , o f th ese  
is  i t  lik e ly  th a t  th is  r ig h t  was eve r exercised, and i t  was p resu m ab ly  
in ten d ed  as an in su ran ce  policy . I t  was th e  case th a t, in  fin a n c ia l te rm s , 
th e  new v ic a r  (as a ll these  w ere) would on ly  become th e  possessor o f 
th e  benefice w hen th e  o r ig in a l holder died. In d eed  in  some cases, such  
as Forgue and S tra ito n , th e  re t ir in g  v ic a r  sp ec ifica lly  re ta in e d  
possession o f his manse, and i t  may w ell be th a t th is  was common 
practice . On o th e r occasions, how ever, a lthough  the  in te n tio n  ap p ea rs  to  
be the  same, th e re  w ere  v a r ia n ts  in  the  w ay i t  was c a rr ie d  ou t. In  some, 
fo r  example, th e  o r ig in a l h o lder of th e  benefice seems to have re s ig n e d  
in  practice  and allowed his successor to  take  the  f ru its  w h ile  p e rh ap s  
re ta in in g  a small pension on the  fru its . I t  is possible th a t  in  th ese  
cases, the  f i r s t  h o ld e r was in  fa c t considerab ly  o lder and was in d e ed  
w ith d raw in g  from  some a c tiv itie s , a lthough th e re  is no evidence e ith e r  to  
confirm  o r c o n tra d ic t th is .
The reco rd s  re la tin g  to  several churches illu s tra te  th is  v a r ia t io n
of the  tra n s fe r  o f benefices between members of th e  same fa m ily . T h e
p erp etu a l v ica rag e  o f Cam busnethan, a mensal c h u rch  o f th e
archb ishopric  o f Glasgow, was re ta in ed  in  the  B alfour fam ily  in  th is  w ay .
John B alfour was said to  have resigned  when John B a lfo u r o b ta in e d
papal p rovis ion  on 15 A p r il 1539, and P eter obtained an a n n u a l p en sio n
of 20 m erks Scots r a th e r  th an  of the  whole fru its , along w ith  th e  r ig h t
o f regress  i f  John d id  no t pay  the  pension.44® A p e titio n  fo r  p ro v is io n
to g e th er w ith  the  g ra n tin g  of th e  pension and its  cond itions  was
subsequently  made b y  John B alfour e a r ly  th e  follow ing y e a r .44® D esp ite
44® Provision (Reg. La t. 1701, f.328 -329v ); Pension and r ig h t  o f re g re s s  
(Reg. Lat. 1701, f.3 30 -3 3 2 ); no supplication  o f th is  date has been  
traced .
44® 24 Feb.1540 (Reg. Supp. 2368, f .H 3 v -1 1 4 ); repeated  27 M arch  (Reg. 
Supp. 2365, f . l6 8 -1 6 8 v ).
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opposition in  1547 and 1548, when th e re  w ere th re e  ro y a l p resenta tions
fo r  d if fe re n t  in d iv id u a ls , claim ing in  tu rn  th a t th re e  members of the
B alfour fa m ily , A lexander, P eter and John, had res ig n ed , and th e  last
p resen ta tio n  s ta tin g  th a t John was a "p re ten d ed  v ic a r  and
possessor",4^  John appears to have k e p t possession u n til 1549, when he
451tw ice p e titio n ed  fo r  a new provis ion . The fa c t th a t he fe l t  th is  to be
necessary may suggest th a t his hold on the  benefice was no t secure.
A lthough th e  fin a l outcome of these processes is u n c lear, b u t i t  seems
clear th a t th e  B a lfour fam ily  m aintained its  hold on th e  v icarage
th ro u g h o u t most o f th e  1540s. The Balfours may well have come from
the  fam ily  w h ich  held  the  tre a s u re rs h ip  of Glasgow from  1526 to 1561,
and th e  las t supplications suggest th a t John him self held tw o prebends
w ith in  the  c a th ed ra l in  1549.4^
A ra th e r  d if fe re n t a rran g em en t was made when David Cunningham
resigned  th e  p e rp e tu a l v icarage  of S tevenston in  Novem ber 1539. In  th is
case, David sim ply res igned  the  benefice  and petitioned , a long w ith  Adam
Cunningham, th a t the  pope would p ro v id e  Adam to the  v ic a rag e  w hile
g ra n tin g  D avid  the  r ig h t  of reg ress  i f  Adam died or y ie ld ed  his r ig h t  in
453it , a re q u e s t w hich was g ran ted . David held i t  u n til  1548 when, 
follow ing his death , he was succeeded by James W alker, parson of 
K illin tag .454
450 22 J u ly  1547 (ESS,iii,no . 2340); 10 Oct.1548 (E S S ,iii,no .2989); 10
Nov. 1548 (RSS.iii.no.3016)
451 4 M ay.(R eg. Supp. 2661, f.7; Reg. Supp. 2673, f . l2 5 v -1 2 6 ).
452 F asti. 166; the  hold ing of severa l benefices was presum ably  th e  
reason w h y  th e  cure  was served  by S ir  John L in d say  as a c u ra te  
in  1544 (Haws, Sc.Qitish. Parish Clergy, 35).
4^  23 Nov.(Reg. Supp. 2357, f.218 -218v ); Provision (Reg. Lat. 1726,
f.235v -2 3 7 ); Regress (Reg. Lat. 1658, f . l0 2 v -1 0 3 ). D avid  asked fo r  a  
c o rrec tio n  of th e  fru its  on 14 June 1542 (Reg. Supp. 2458, f.231v -  
232).
454 26 Nov. (RSS .iii.no. 3031).
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There  could be o th e r reasons w hy the  precise term s o f th e
succession m ight v a r y  from  the  p a tte rn  outlined  above. The p e rp e tu a l
v icarage  of M onkton was held in  succession by two members of the
F o rester fam ily  from  1541 fo r  many years . This stands outside th e
mainstream o f such processes since th e  tra n s fe r  followed th e  death o f
th e  o rig in a l h o ld er ra th e r  th a n  a  resignation . James F o rester had
obtained possession o f th e  benefice  in  J u ly  1541, when he petitioned  fo r
455provision to i t  on th e  death  of John Sandelands. He him self had
however died b y  22 Septem ber 1547, when Matthew F o rester was 
presented by th e  crow n to  th e  v ica rag e  d u rin g  the vacancy in  the
A KC
see. How ever, he su b seq u en tly  fe lt  th e  need to s tren g th en  his
possession, saying  in  May 1549 th a t he had obtained provis ion  b y  
o rd in a ry  a u th o r ity  on th e  death  o f James, who was his n a tu ra l b ro th e r, 
b u t was seeking a new p ro v is io n  since he feared  th a t i t  m ight s till be
ac n
regarded  as vacan t. Th is  was c le a rly  successful, fo r  M atthew
remained v ic a r u n til  he had dem itted o ffice  in  1579.4^®
As has been seen in  the  case ou tlin ed  above, such tra n s fe rs  of 
parish  churches w ith in  fam ilies w ere  also transacted  p u re ly  in  Scotland, 
presum ably w here  vacancies did not fa ll u n d er the ru les  of papal 
reservation . Two genera tions  of th e  Chisholm fam ily held the p e rp e tu a l 
vicarage of C adder in  succession d u rin g  the  1540s. On 12 O ctober 1547, 
Michael Chisholm was g iven  ro y a l p resen ta tio n  to  the v icarag e  and its  
pendicle of M onkland w hen i t  became vacan t on the  death o f his uncle,
455 17 Ju ly  (Reg. Supp. 2425, f.2 51 -2 5 1 v ; Reg. Supp. 2423, f.288v ).
4^® RSS.iii.no.2445.
4^  12 May 1549 (Reg. Supp. 2661, f.5 ).
4^® Haws, Scottish  P arish  C le rg y . 183. Th is  was not an isolated example. 
The same th in g  happened w ith  two o th e r benefices a t least: two  
members o f th e  Hay fam ily  held  th e  parsonage o f M elville  in  
succession a ro u n d  1547, and th e  pensionary  v icarage o f Stow was 
held by tw o H o p rin g ills  in  succession in  the same year. (RSS. 
iii,no.2503: RSS.iii.no .2465).
S ir John Chisholm .4^ 9 No a ttem p t was subsequently  made to have th is  
confirm ed a t th e  c u ria , as M atthew  F o re s te r did w ith  the v ic a rag e  o f 
Monkton, p resum ably re fle c tin g  th e  s e c u rity  o f his possession. M ichael 
Chisholm was indeed s t il l  v ic a r  a t the  Reform ation and fo r  many years  
th e re a fte r .4®9
All th e  examples quoted so fa r  to illu s tra te  the  process b y  w hich
fam ilies w ere able to  tra n s fe r  paroch ia l benefices from one member o f
th e  fam ily to an o th er and , a t leas t fo r  a s h o rt time, to tre a t the  c h u rc h
as the p ro p e rty  o f the  fam ily , have sh ared  one characteris tic : th is  is
th a t the process has been c a rr ie d  o u t w ith o u t opposition from  o th e r
claimants a t least a t th e  time of the  tra n s fe r . There w ere, how ever,
several occasions w hen th e re  was some opposition to the resignation .
The Kennedy fam ily  managed to  m aintain possession o f th e
perp etu a l v icarage  o f P enpont in  th e  diocese of Glasgow b y  th re e
members of the  fam ily  desp ite  an a d m itted ly  shadowy challenge to  th is .
In  Septem ber 1539, Thomas K ennedy, a c le rk  o f the diocese, who was
about 20 years  old, asked the  pope to g ra n t him a new pro v is io n  to  th e
benefice, having a lre a d y  obta ined  i t  b y  o rd in a ry  a u th o rity  on th e
resignation  of James Kennedy. He described  him self as o f noble b ir th
and re la ted  to an e a rl, w hich  im plies a connection w ith  the  K ennedy
earls  of Cassilis. In  th is  case, th e re  was no mention of the re s e rv a tio n
4 f i1o f fru its  to James. M atte rs  w ere  not so s tra ig h tfo rw a rd , how ever; 
e a rly  th e  follow ing y e a r, William Gordon, p re b e n d a ry  of St. M ary  on th e  
Rock, said th a t he had ob ta ined  i t  b y  apostolic a u th o rity  on its  vacan cy  
b y  the resignation  o f James K ennedy, b u t th a t certa in  people d id  not 
accept th is . He too th e re fo re  also asked fo r  a new provis ion  to  th e
459 RS£,iii,no.2490.
460 Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 33.
4®  ^ 2 Sept. (Reg. Supp. 2342, f,107v -1 0 8 ).
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462v icarag e  because co llation  had devolved to  th e  apostolic see. How
strong  th is  challenge re a lly  was is not c lear. I t  seems u n lik e ly  th a t  
Thomas K ennedy’s possession was much d is tu rb ed , fo r  he re ta in e d  i t  
u n til his death in  1547, w hen his b ro th e r, Q uintin  Kennedy, was g iv e n
Ann
ro y a l p resenta tion  to  th e  v ic a rag e  on 4 O ctober. The K ennedy hold  
was not to las t much lo n g e r, fo r  Q u in tin  resigned  the  v icarage  less th a n  
two years  la te r , and S ir  John Scott, described as a canon, was also
A & A
g iven  ro ya l p resen ta tio n  in  F e b ru a ry  1549. I t  seems h ig h ly  p ro b a b le  
th a t he was a canon o f Holywood, to w hich the  parsonage was annexed
A n  f r
and from  amongst whose canons th e  v icarag e  was norm ally served .
A second case w h ere  th e re  is a reco rd  of opposition to  a  
peacefu l tra n s fe r  betw een  th e  members of a fam ily concerns th e  
p e rp e tu a l v icarage  o f D um fries. M atthew  S tew art resigned th is  b en efice  
on 5 October 1542 in  fa v o u r  o f his s is te r ’s son, William W ynzet, w ho was 
about 24; William th e n  asked  fo r  prov ision  along w ith  a re s e rv a tio n  o f 
th e  fru its  to M atthew  and  th e  r ig h t  o f regress , to g e th er w ith  th e  
annates of the f ir s t  y e a r  a f te r  his death fo r  his executors. The  f i r s t  
sign of opposition ap p eared  one month la te r , when William s o u g h t 
prorogation  of the  p ro v is io n  fo r  6 months in  o rd er to exp ed ite  th e  
le tte rs . This may have sim ply been a p ro ced u ra l m atter, b u t i t  may also  
have been caused b y  some more su b stan tia l d ifficu lties . Two y ea rs  la te r ,  
th e  la t te r  was c e r ta in ly  th e  case: William W ynzet asked a g a in  fo r
prorogation  of the p ro v is io n  fo r  a  yea r beyond the  th re e  a llow ed in
462 2 Jan. 1540 (Reg. Supp. 2360, f .1 8 -1 9 ).
AfiQ
R££,iii,no.2478. The see was vacan t a t th e  tim e, a lthough th e
presentation  does n o t sta te  th is , re fe rr in g  simply to th e  v ic a r -  
general.
464 8 F e b .(RSS.iv.no. 1061.
465 Cowan, Parishes. 163.
466 Reg. Supp. 2370, f . l6 0 -1 6 0 v .
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o rd e r to oust an in tru d e r  who was d e ta in in g  i t  ille g a lly , id e n tif ie d  on ly
A C7
in  the  p e titio n  as N. The outcome o f th is  in tru s io n  is u n c erta in , fo r  
th e  next re fe re n c e  to the  v icarag e  is  when John B ryce held  i t  in  
1552. The w e ig h t o f p ro b a b ility  lies w ith  the benefice rem ain ing  in
W ynzet’s hands u n til  Bryce became v ic a r .
The Tu lloch  fam ily  experienced considerab le  opposition to  th e ir  
e ffo rts  to m aintain  th e ir  possession o f th e  p e rp e tu a l v icarag e  o f R u thven  
in  the  diocese o f Moray. In  1537, Nicholas Tulloch senior res igned  the
benefice in  th e  hands of the pope an d , to g e th e r w ith  his s ixteen y e a r -
old nephew, also named Nicholas, p e titio n e d  fo r  Nicholas ju n io r  to  be
g iven  provis ion  in  commendam to th e  v ica rag e , w hile Nicholas senior 
would re ta in  a ll th e  fru its  and re tu rn s  fo r  life  along w ith  th e  r ig h t  of
i/'Q
regress . A y e a r la te r , how ever, th e  opposition to  the  TuUoch’s plan  
to tra n s fe r  possession of the v ica rag e  w ith in  the  fam ily  began . In  
November 1538, George B alfour, a ch ap la in , was g iven ro ya l p resen ta tio n  
to the  benefice, w hich was said to  be vacan t b y  Nicholas T u llo ch ’s
death , the  see of M oray now being v a c a n t .478 In  the  s p rin g  of 1539, 
Nicholas ju n io r  him self asked to be g iven  papal p rov is ion  because of his  
u n c le ’s death, describ ing  him self as a c le rk  o f M oray diocese;
in te re s tin g ly  th e  p etitio n  is in  th e  form  of a simple p e r  obitum  
supplication ra th e r  than  re ly in g  in  a n y  w ay upon the e a r lie r  p e titio n  of 
1537.47  ^ In  May 1540, H enry  B a lfo u r made an o th er a ttem p t to  oust
Tulloch by seeking  a new prov is ion , say ing  th a t he had obta ined  th e
467 4 Nov. 1542 (Reg. Supp. 2480, f.5 0 ); 16 Aug.1544 (Reg. Supp. 2519, f . l -
l v).
468 Haws, S cottish  P arish  C le rg y . 67.
488 23 Nov.(Reg. Supp. 2299, f .2 1 -2 2 ); R eservation  of fru its  and th e  r ig h t  
of reg ress  (Reg. Lat. 1686, f . l9 7 -1 9 8 v ).
470 17 Nov.(RSS.ii.no.2770).
471 30 A p ril 1539 (Reg. Supp. 2352, f.2 5 7 -2 5 7 v ).
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v icarage  e a r lie r  by  o rd in a ry  a u th o rity  b u t th a t some doubted th e
472v a lid ity  o f th is  prov is ion . L itig a tio n  must have d ragged  on t i l l  1548:
in  June 1547 and th en  in  O ctober 1548, f ir s t  H en ry  and th en  N icholas
asked fo r  commissions b y  b r ie f  to  determ ine the d ispute  in  th e ir  fa v o u r.
The case had been h eard  in  Scotland in  fro n t o f Marco Grim ani, th e
473papal leg ate  to  the  c o u n try  in  1543 and 1544. B alfour may be
id e n tified  w ith  the  c le rk  who became one of David Beaton’s s e rv a n ts
fo llow ing a perio d  in  th e  ro y a l household .474 Despite th e  p o s s ib ility
th a t B a lfo u r had indeed  been provided  by  o rd in a ry  a u th o r ity , th e
succession a rra n g e d  b y  Nicholas Tulloch senior stood firm , and h is
nephew was s till in  possession o f th e  v icarage in  1566.47^
The p e rp e tu a l v ic a ra g e  o f Largo in  th e  East Neuk o f F ife
rem ained in  th e  hands o f th e  Wood fam ily despite  an a ttem p t to
challenge its  possession. The p a tte rn  of th is  case d iffe rs  in  s ev e ra l
ways from  those a lre a d y  exam ined. On 8 May 1536, A lexander Wood asked
to be g iven  a new p ro v is io n  to  th e  benefice because, a lthough  he had
obtained i t  b y  apostolic o r o th e r  a u th o rity , some people d id  not accep t 
476th is . T h ree  years  la te r , a  d if fe re n t v ica r, George M yd la r, was named
as res ig n in g  the  benefice  in  th e  hands of the  pope, and John Wood,
describ ing  him self as be ing  in  h is seventeenth y ea r, successfu lly  asked
477th a t he be p ro v id ed . W hether M yd lar had a c tu a lly  ousted A lexander  
Wood and th is  rep res e n te d  an a ttem p t by the Woods to  re g a in  possession
47  ^ 3 May (Reg. Supp. 2377, f .6 7 -6 8 ).
47  ^ 25 June 1547 (Reg. Supp. 2609, f. 12—12v ); b r ie f  re g is te re d  30 J u ly  
(B rev . Lat. 45, f.536v ); 10 Oct.1548 (Reg. Supp. 2643, f.230 ).
474 Sanderson, C ard inal o f S co tlan d . 135,156.
47^ Haws, Scottish  P arish  C le rg y . 212.
476 Reg. Supp. 2210, f.55.
477 25 Sept.1539 (Reg. Supp. 2347, f.203-203V ); Provis ion  (Reg. Lat. 1703,
f.285v -2 8 6 v ).
of th e  v ica rag e  is no t c lear. In  A ugust 1543, John Wood again  asked th e
pope fo r  p ro v is io n , say ing  th a t i t  was vacant b y  res ig n a tio n  o f
Alexander Wood in  hands o f th e  pope. The p e titio n  also asked  th a t
Alexander be g ra n te d  an a n n u a l pension of £40 Scots on th e  f r u its  fo r  
478life . In  fa c t, w h a te v e r th e  in te n tio n  of these p e titio n s , an A lexander
Wood was s till in  possession o f th e  v icarage  a t th e  Reform ation and  d id
479not dem it th e  benefice u n t il  1576. I t  is possible, g iven  th e  le n g th  o f 
time in vo lved , th a t th is  A lexander was a successor o f both th e  Woods 
who are  discussed here: w h e th e r th is  is the case o r the  o rig in a l v ic a r  
actua lly  re ta in ed  possession th ro u g h o u t the  whole p erio d , w h at is  
certa in  is th a t th e  benefice  rem ained in  the  hands of th e  fam ily .
The p ic tu re  p re se n te d  b y  these records rem ains one of
re la tiv e ly  l i t t le  opposition to  fam ilies using these devices to  m aintain  a  
hold on p arish  churches  and , in  those cases w here opposition has been  
traced , th e re  is no firm  ev idence  th a t i t  was successful. The im pression  
given is both o f th e  s tre n g th  o f th e  procedure  its e lf and, on th e  w hole, 
of fam ilies once th e y  had obta ined  hold on a benefice. The scope fo r  
ousting holders who had obta ined  possession by  th is  means was
re la tiv e ly  small. A t th e  same tim e, the  examples of the Cunningham s w ith  
the v icarage o f S tevenston  and  th e  Learm onth possession o f Lassw ade, 
illu s tra te  the re a lity  th a t  th e  hold ing of parishes almost as h e r ita b le  
p ro p e rty  did not a lw ays, indeed  p ro b ab ly  v e ry  ra re ly , c o n s titu te  a  
re a lly  perm anent a rran g em en t. In  some of the cases a lready  discu-ssed. i t  
is c lear th a t th e  e a r lie r  h o ld er was the f i r s t  from  th e  fam ily . F o r
example, A lexander S p itta l who was succeeded as v ic a r  o f K innethm ont 
by James S p itta l, was th e  f i r s t  o f the  fam ily  to hold it ,  h av in g  o b ta ined  
the benefice sometime a fte r  1535, when Mr. Duncan A u d ry  was v ic a r .48®
478 26 Aug. (Reg. Supp. 2489, f .2 6 2 v ).
479 Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 155.
480 Haws, Scottish  P arish  C le rg y . 141.
I t  seems h ig h ly  p ro b ab le  too th a t th e  norm was fo r no more th a n  tw o, 
and only v e r y  r a r e ly  indeed more th a n  th re e , members o f a fam ily  to  
hold the same benefice  in  succession a t th is  level. In  both  th e  ho ld ing  
of benefices w ith in  fam ilies and th e  subsequent appo in tm ent o f those  
outside these fam ilies , those processes share ch arac te ris tics  w ith  o th e r  
aspects of th e  process o f secu larization  o f ch u rch  p ro p e rty  p r io r  to  th e  
Reformation.
Since fam ilies  achieved th is  k in d  of success in  sec u rin g  th e  
possession o f p aro ch ia l benefices a t least fo r a s u b stan tia l p e rio d  b y  
use of re s ig n a tio n  in  fa v o u r o f each o th e r and sim ilar devices, i t  is no t 
su rp ris in g  th a t  th e y  w ere  also a ttra c tiv e  to  o ther p e titio n e rs  fo r  these  
benefices. As w ith  fam ilies, th e re  a re  many examples o f th is  d u r in g  th e  
1530s and 1540s, and th e  p a tte rn  o f these follows to a la rg e  e x te n t th a t  
already seen, in  th a t  in  some cases the  fru its  rem ained re s e rv e d  to  th e  
orig inal ho lder o f th e  benefice, and in  o thers  th is  was not so. The most 
noticeable d iffe re n c e  is th a t th e re  a re  several instances w h ere  an  
attem pt to  use th e  device was unsuccessfu l, and also w here  th e  o r ig in a l  
holder did e v e n tu a lly  obta in  re g res s  fo r  one reason o r  a n o th e r. I t  
nevertheless rem ains tru e  th a t, in  most cases, the  a ttem pt to  secure  th e  
succession b y  th e  use o f a res ig n a tio n  before  the ex is tin g  h o ld e r had  
died was g e n e ra lly  successful.
One example o f th is , i f  a  p a rtic u la r ly  complicated one, can be 
found w ith  th e  p e rp e tu a l v icarage  o f T arves  in  A berdeen diocese. Th is  
had been held  since 1534 by H en ry  Lumsden, who asked fo r  i t  to  be
481un ited  w ith  th e  parsonage o f K irk fo r th a r  in  1539. The fo llow ing
year, how ever, H enry  res ig n ed  th e  v icarag e  as p a r t  of a deal w ith
A lexander Galloway, who held th e  p rebend  of K inkell in  A berdeen
cath ed ra l. Th is  was a complex exchange w hich also invo lved  th e
parsonage of K irk fo rth a r . The pope was asked to  p ro v id e  A lexander
O g ilvy , th e  e ig h teen  y e a r-o ld  son o f W alter O g ilvy  o f Dunlugus, to th e
v icarag e  o f T arves . H en ry  was how ever to re ta in  a ll the  fru its  o f th e
benefice and th e  r ig h t  o f re g re s s , and was also to o b ta in  prov is ion  to
482the  p reb en d  of K inkell. A t th e  same time, an o th er son of W alter
O gilvy  was to obta in  the  parsonage o f K irk fo r th a r , w hich H enry  Lum sden
483had resigned  a t  th e  same time. On 9 A ugust 1541, A lexander O g ilvy
asked fo r  co rrec tion  of the  f r u its ,  and i t  is c lear th a t the  tran sac tio n  
was successful because he was in  possession p ro b ab ly  u n til his death  in  
1594.484
A ra th e r  more s tra ig h tfo rw a rd  example can be seen in  th e
passing o f th e  p e rp e tu a l v ic a rag e  o f S tir lin g  from  R obert Wemyss to  
William Thomson in  1540. Wemyss res ig n ed  the  benefice in  the hands o f 
th e  pope on 28 M arch, when he and Thomson successfu lly  asked th a t th e  
pope should p ro v id e  William, th e n  th e  p ensionary  v ic a r  o f Ancrum , to  
the  v icarage; R obert was to re ta in  th e  f ru its , houses and b u ild in g s  
belonging to th e  benefice fo r  l ife  and th e  r ig h t  o f reg ress  i f  William  
died o r res igned , w hile his executors  w ere  to have th e  annates o r h a lf­
fru its  o f th e  f i r s t  year a fte r  h is death . He was also to  re ta in  the  more
481 Lumsden was p resen ted  to th e  v ic a rag e  on 10 June 1534 (A rh .L ih . 
549); Request fo r  the  u n itin g  o f th e  two benefices (Reg. Supp.
2327, f . l - l v )
482 21 M ar. 1540 (Reg. Supp. 2396, f . l5 9 -1 6 1 v ).
483 The p recep t o f induction  to  th e  Bishop of C aserta, th e  abbot of 
Lindores and the  p re c e n to r o f M oray is  p r in te d  in  A h erd een - 
B a n ff-C o ll.,335-6).
484 Reg. Supp. 2427, f.293v -2 9 4 v ; Haws, Scottish  P arish  C le rg y . 233.
d o u b tfu l g if t  o f th e  defence o f a case ag a in s t th e  abbot and c o n ve n t o f
C am buskenneth about th e  te inds of salmon on th e  F o rth .48^ Thomson
was a t  the  Roman c u r ia  two years la te r  w hen he asked no t to  be
com pelled to res id e  fo r  th a t  reason. How secure he fe lt  in  h is
possession is not c lea r fo r , in  Ju ly  1544, he asked fo r  a new p ro v is io n
to  th e  v ica rag e  say ing  th a t, a lthough he had rece ived  i t  b y  apostolic
487a u th o r ity , some doubted th e  v a lid ity  o f th is . In  fa c t, he o n ly  held  i t
u n til  h is death in  Novem ber 1547. By th is  tim e, Robert Wemyss was
p ro b a b ly  also dead because th e re  was no m ention of his r ig h t  o f re g re s s
fo llow ing  th is , and i t  was Robert Auchm owty who was g iven  ro y a l
p re se n ta tio n  to  th e  v ic a rag e , despite Thomson’s death in  a  re s e rv e d
488m onth, w hich  led to tw o unsuccessfu l in te rv e n tio n s  from  Rome.
James F o re s te r who obtained th e  p e rp e tu a l v ic a ra g e  o f
Carm unnock in  the  diocese of Glasgow and who also died in  1547, held
the  benefice fo r  s lig h tly  longer, the res ig n a tio n  of his p redecessor
h av in g  taken  place in  1537. Two years  e a r lie r , in  a p e titio n
c h ara c te ris tic  of th e  g ro u p  of Scots a t Rome, David Bonar had asked
th a t  he be p ro v id ed  to th e  v icarage , claim ing th a t  i t  was v acan t b y  th e
489death  o f James Knox o r c erto  modo. James was, how ever, v e r y  much
a live  and , in  Septem ber 1537, he resigned  th e  benefice in  th e  pope’s
hands, saying  th a t he had re ta ined  i t  desp ite  m olestation. He th e n
p e titio n ed , along w ith  James F o rester, th a t  th e  pope should g ive
F o re s te r prov is ion  to  th e  v icarag e , w hile re s e rv in g  th e  f ru its , th e  manse
48^ Reg. Supp. 2374, f.2 62 -2 6 3 v ; Provision of Thomson (Reg. Lat. 1710, 
f.281v -283v ; R eservation  of fru its  and re g res s  (Reg. Lat. 1710, 
f.283v -2 8 8 v ).
486 24 Nov. 1542 (Reg. Supp. 2472, f.225).
487 4 Ju ly  (Reg. Supp. 2525, f . l0 2 v ).
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1 Jan.1548 (R ££ ,iii,no .2578); John Axelius on 2 Dec.(Reg. Supp. 2623, 
f.281v -282);Jam es T h o rn to n  on 5 Dec.(Reg. Supp. 2628, f . l7 6 v -1 7 7 ).
4 8 9  21 Ju ly  1535 (Reg. Supp . 2181, f .l7 2 v ).
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and th e  glebe to  him fo r  life  along w ith  th e  r ig h t  o f re g re s s , and these
requests  w ere g ra n te d .499 F o rester, who was also v ic a r  o f R u th erg len
and of M onkton, m aintained possession o f the  benefice u n t i l  his death
sometime before 22 Septem ber 1547, when A rch ibald  Ham ilton was g iven
491th e  v ica rag e  b y  ro y a l p resentation .
THe tra n s fe r  o f the p e rp e tu a l v icarag e  of K ilb irn ie  betw een
Roland Blacader and James Scott was s im ila rly  s tra ig h tfo rw a rd . B lacader
resigned  th e  benefice on 23 November 1537, when he and S cott, p ro vo st
o f the collegiate c h u rch  of C ors to rph ine , asked the pope to p ro v id e
James to the  v ic a rag e , w hile a t th e  same time re se rv in g  a ll th e  f r u its  to
Roland fo r  life . In  an o th er s lig h t v a ria tio n  from th e  "s ta n d a rd ”
p ro ced u re , th e re  was no req u es t fo r the  r ig h t  of re g re s s  in  th is  
492instance. The absence of th is  fe a tu re  may have been fo r  a v a r ie ty  of
causes: one possible reason is th a t, i f  he is to  be id e n tifie d  w ith  Roland
Blacader who was th e  subdean of Glasgow, th en  he would be re la tiv e ly
493e ld e rly  by  th is  tim e, having  been appointed  to th a t post b y  1503.
These records do not how ever confirm  th is  id e n tifica tio n  o r o therw ise .
Scott re ta in ed  th e  v icarag e  th ro u g h  the Reform ation .494
None of these examples of res ignations  actually  uses th e  phrase
res ig n a tio  in  favorem  in  the  pe titio n s , a lthough  th is  was c le a r ly  w hat
was ta k in g  place. One resignation  w here th is  was e x p lic it ly  s ta ted  was
concerned w ith  th e  p e rp e tu a l v icarag e  of K irriem u ir. T h is  was perhaps
499 29 Sept.(Reg. Supp. 2264, f .7 5 -7 6 v ); G ran t o f fru its  and  re g re s s  to  
Knox.(Reg. Lat. 1692, f .H 9 v -1 2 1 ).
491 RSS.iii.n o .2446. Hamilton held i t  fo r  a t leas t ten  years  (Haws, Scottish  
Parish  C le rg y . 37). His appointm ent presum ably re fle c ts  th e  
in fluence o f th e  Hamilton abbots o f Paisley to  w hich  th e  parsonage  
was a p p ro p ria ted  (Cowan, P arish es . 27 -8 )
492 Reg. Supp. 2270, f.2 6 v -27; P rovision (Reg. Lat. 1671, f.3 3 8 -3 4 0 );
Reservation o f fru its  (Reg. Lat. 1671, f.340v -341).
493 F a s ti. 168.
494 Haws, S co ttish  P arish  C lergy . 120.
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u n u su al also in  a second re sp e c t in  th a t th e  in ten d ed  tra n s fe r  was s till
ab le to ta k e  place e ighteen  years  a fte r  the  o rig in a l res ignation . George
F lescheour resigned  the  v ica rag e  in  fa v o u r o f George Clepen in  May
1549. T h e y  petitioned  th e  pope to p ro v id e  Clepen to  th e  benefice, and  to
re s e rv e  a ll th e  fru its , re tu rn s , and houses o f th e  v ica rag e  to  F lescheour
fo r  life , along w ith  th e  r ig h t  of regress  i f  C lepen died o r re s ig n e d ,
to g e th e r w ith  the  g if t  o f th e  annates o r h a lf - f r u its  o f the  f i r s t  y e a r
495a fte r  his death to his executors. In  fa c t, F lescheour rem ained in  fu l l  
possession of the  benefice u n til 1567; th e  succession was how ever
A QC
estab lished , fo r  Clepen is th en  found in  possession in  1569 and 1571.
Th is  p rov ides  an illu s tra tio n  o f a po in t w o rth  no ting  in  connection w ith
a ll such resignations. Since in  n early  a ll cases, th e  fru its  rem ained w ith
th e  o rig in a l holder o f th e  benefice, i t  could be q u ite  some time b e fo re
th e  new v ic a r  could obta in  th e  financ ia l b e n e fit o f his benefice. Th is
was possib ly  o f less s ign ificance w here the  res ig n atio n s  and p ro v is io n s
in vo lved  w ere w ith in  a s ing le  fam ily , since the  in te n tio n  may have been
v e ry  much the  re te n tio n  o f the  benefice and o f more s ign ificance in
o th e r cases w here th e  in te re s ts  of in d iv id u a ls  w ith  no such connections  
497w ere invo lved .
There  are  also a num ber of occasions w hen, a lth o u g h  a  
res ig n a tio n  took place and provis ion  was made, no evidence has y e t  
been traced  to confirm  th a t th e  tran sac tio n  was successfu lly  com pleted. 
In  May 1542, fo r  example, A ndrew  Hume, a canon o f Jed b u rg h , res ig n ed  
th e  p e rp e tu a l v icarage  of Hounam in  Glasgow diocese, in  fa v o u r o f H ugh  
C u rry , and th e y  asked no t on ly  fo r  the  p ro v is io n  o f C u rry  b u t also fo r
495 28 May (Reg. Supp. 2675, f . l4 6 v -147 ).
496 Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 153.
497 O ther examples of successful tra n s fe rs  o f th is  k in d  can be quoted , 
such as the  passing o f th e  parsonage o f St.Madoes from H e n ry  
White to Alan B a lva ird  and the  res ig n a tio n  o f th e  v icarage  of 
In n e rle ith e n  by  John G iffo rd  in  fa v o u r o f D avid  S incla ir.
Hume to be allowed to  re ta in  th e  f ru its  fo r  life  to g e th er w ith  th e  r ig h t
498of regress i f  th e  benefice  became vacan t again , and th is  was g ra n te d .
In  the  absence o f c o n tra ry  evidence, i t  is probable th a t C u rry  re ta in e d
possession of th e  v ic a rag e , a lth o u g h  we cannot be sure of th is . A n o th er
u n c e rta in ty  is h is re la tio n sh ip  w ith  Jed b u rg h , the abbey to w h ich  the
parsonage was a p p ro p ria te d  and whose canons usually  s e rv e d  the
benefice, as Hume had done. C u rry  is described simply as a p r ie s t  o r
c le rk  of the  diocese and no mention of a lin k  w ith  Jed b u rg h  is made in  
499the supplications.
- The outcome o f a res ig n atio n  o f the p e rp e tu a l v ic a ra g e  of
K ilconquhar in  S t.A ndrew s diocese is s im ila rly  uncerta in . William Wawane
resigned th is  benefice  on 30 December 1541 in fa v o u r o f William
Chisholm, and to g e th e r th e y  successfu lly  petitioned the pope to  p ro v id e
Chisholm, th en  tw e n ty  years  old, to th e  v icarage , to re se rv e  fo r  Wawane
a ll the f ru its , lands and churches p e rta in in g  to the v icarage  along w ith
a house Mw hich John Sw ynton in h a b its" , excepting a pension o f £4
ste rlin g  fo r  Chisholm, and also to re s e rv e  the r ig h t of re g re s s  i f  the
benefice should become v a c a n t.^ ^  E a rly  th e  following yea r, u n u s u a lly
501fo r  parochial benefices, th e y  both obliged themselves fo r  the  annates .
By the  time of th e  Reform ation, John Hamilton was in  possession; the  
most lik e ly  scenario  is th a t Hamilton succeeded Chisholm a t some time  
between 1541 and 1560. ^ 2
498 i  (Reg. Supp. 2454, f . l8 8 v -1 8 9 ); Provision (Reg. La t. 1735, f .6 2 v -  
63v ). C u rry  sought p ro ro g atio n  o f th e  provision fo r  six m onths on 
27 Septem ber in  o rd e r to p u b lish  th e  provision. (Reg. Supp. 2469, 
f.209v ).
4.QQ
Cowan, Parishes, 83.
500 Reg. Supp. 2441, f.174; Provis ion  (Reg. Lat. 1658, f.122 -123);
Reservation o f fru its ,  etc. (Reg. Lat. 1658, f . l2 3 v -1 2 5 ).
501 13 F eb .1536 (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 3 5 -6 ) .
502 Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 123.
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The parsonage of Newdosk, an in d ep en d en t parsonage in  the
p atronage o f th e  archbishop o f S t.A ndrew s, was the  su b jec t of a
res ig n atio n  in  the  same way. In  J a n u a ry  1539, Thomas Boswell resigned
th is  benefice  in  fa v o u r of Adam K inghorn . A ris in g  from  th is , th ey  jo in t ly
asked fo r  p rov is ion  to be g iven  to  K inghorn , w ith  th e  l i fe - r e n t  of the
fru its  and th e  r ig h t  of reg ress  being  re ta in e d  b y  Boswell, and th e
annates o f th e  f ir s t  yea r a f te r  his death being re se rv ed  fo r  his
503executors, and provision  was made acco rd in g ly . By 1558, the
parsonage was in  the  possession o f William Chalm er, b u t K inghorn may 
well have been v ic a r  fo r some tim e in  th e  in te rv e n in g  period .
These cases described above a re  re p re s e n ta tiv e  o f several such  
resignations in tended  to a rra n g e  th e  succession to  p arish  churches  
p r io r  to th e  death of the  h o ld er. Too much emphasis should not be 
placed on th e  lack of e a s ily -tra c e d  evidence fo r  th e  success o r  
otherw ise of th e  proposals. M atch ing  the  evidence from  the Vatican  
records w ith  detailed in v es tig a tio n  in  local records  may enable the  
outcomes to be established w ith  g re a te r  c e rta in ty . In  th e  meantime, i t  is  
not unreasonable to s ta rt from  th e  view  th a t, a t least in  th e  m a jo rity  o f 
cases, th e  resignations and subsequent prov is ions w ere in  fa c t 
successful.
Th ere  a re , how ever, sev e ra l instances w here  th e  evidence shows 
th a t the  in tended  succession was no t in  fa c t e ffec ted , despite  provisions  
being made fo r  th a t purpose. A lth o u g h  th e ir  num ber is small, i t  is w o rth  
noting th e ir  existence, i f  only because of the  success of fam ilies, even  
when th e ir  plans met w ith  opposition , in  being able to  secure th e  
planned succession.
31 Jan.(Reg. Supp. 2338, f .2 v -3 ) ;  P rovis ion  (Reg. Lat. 1697, f.302v -  
303v ); R eservation of f ru its ,  etc . (Reg. Lat. 1697, f.303v -305v ). 
Boswell may be id e n tified  w ith  th e  ru ra l dean o f H addington
(F a s ti. 321).
5 0 4  Haws, S co ttish  Parish C lergy . 189.
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The attem pted res ig n a tio n  of th e  parsonage of M eth il b y  William
Blacader in  fa v o u r o f R obert Swyne in  1542 is one example. This was
made in  A u gust o f th a t y ea r, w hen th e y  both asked th a t p ro v is io n  in
commendam should be made to Sw yne, w hile the f ru its  to g e th e r w ith  th e
r ig h t  o f reg ress  should be re se rv ed  to William along w ith  the g if t  o f the
annates o r h a lf - f ru its  o f the  f i r s t  year a fte r  his death fo r  his
505executors. Th is  p e titio n  was successful. How ever, two years  la te r ,  
th e re  began a series of p e titio n s  w hich suggest th a t Swyne was h avin g  
d iff ic u lty  in  securing  the parsonage. On th re e  occasions, in  1544 and  
1545, he asked fo r  p ro ro g atio n  o f the  provision  fo r  six and fo u r  months  
in  o rd e r to  s a tis fy  the  commend o r to  pub lish  th e  provis ion , and he
sim ilarly  fe lt  th e  need both to c o rre c t his age (from  18 to 16) and th e
r a/»
fru its . W hether any of th is  p ro ved  w orthw hile  is doubtfu l: B lacader
was s till described as parson in  1562, and was presum ably  also in
507possession of the  fru its . I t  is in te re s tin g  to note th a t, thoug h  the  
parsonage was in  the patronage o f th e  archbishop of S t.A ndrew s, th e re  
is no evidence of his invo lvem ent in  th is , and th is  evidence may g ive  
some negative  su p p o rt to R .K .H annay’s be lie f th a t th e  use of such
resignations in  fa v o u r was in tended  to th w a rt th e  wishes of p a tro n s .
There may, how ever, be some connection between B lacader and Sw yne in  
th e  context o f th is  parish  because, on 1 F e b ru a ry  1536, B lacader feued  
the  k irk la n d s  of M ethil to George Swyne, so th e  fam ily  was a lre a d y  
obta in ing  some b e n e fit from  the  lands o f the  p a ris h . ^ 8
505 30 Aug.(Reg. Supp. 2470, f.18 ); P rovision (Reg. Lat. 1659, f.147 -149 );
R eservation  of fru its  and re g res s  (Reg. Lat. 1659, f. 145-147).
506 27 Dec. 1544 (Reg. Supp. 2542, f . l ) ;  4 May 1545 (Reg. Supp. 2539,
f . l7 4 v );19 May 1545 (Reg. Supp. 2543, f.230v ); 14 Feb.1545 (Reg. 
Supp. 2543, f.227v -2 2 8 ).
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A sim ilar case, th o u g h  w hich  g ives  much e a rlie r  evidence of lack
o f success, is th a t o f th e  p en s io n ary  v icarage  of A rdrossan , th e
509patronage of w hich belonged to  th e  archb ishop of Glasgow. R o b ert
Wilkesoun resigned th e  v ica rag e  in  fa v o u r o f R obert Young in  May 1544
and, follow ing a s im ilar p e titio n , p ro v is io n  was made acc o rd in g ly ,
to g e th e r w ith  a papal re s e rv a tio n  o f th e  f ru its ,  glebe and manse and th e
510usual r ig h t  of reg ress . O nly 5 years  la te r , when Alan P o rte r fie ld
was g iven ro ya l p resen ta tio n  to  th e  benefice w hile the see was
techn ica lly  vacant, th e  v ica rag e  was said to be vacant b y  th e
resignation  of R obert W ilkesoun; P o rte rfie ld  re ta in ed  the  benefice u n til  
1568.511
A th ird  benefice w hich seems to  have experienced the  same fa te
is  th e  p erp etu a l v ica rag e  o f T ra n e n t in  S t.A ndrew s diocese, whose
512parsonage was a p p ro p ria ted  to  Holyrood. This d isplayed w h at may be
a  s ig n ifican t d iffe ren ce  from  th e  two cases ju s t discussed in  th a t th e
two people invo lved  in  th e  process do seem to have re ta in e d  some
connection w ith  the  v ica rag e  fo r  some time. Stephen M offa t made a
resignation  of the  v ica rag e  in  fa v o u r o f John Ray on 14 May 1544, w hen
th e  pope was asked both th a t Ray should be p rov ided  to th e  benefice
and th a t the re s e rv a tio n  o f f ru its  and regress  in  th e  usual
513circum stances be made, req u es ts  w hich  w ere  du ly  gran ted . John Ray 
followed th is  la te r  w ith  a  p e titio n  fo r  p ro ro g atio n  o f the p rov is ion  fo r  6
months to g ive time to  p u b lish  th e  p ro v is io n , and both of them prom ised
509 Cowan, Parishes> 8; Chalm ers, Caledonia.v i. 575.
510 14 May (Reg. Supp. 2519, f.211v -2 1 2 ); 31 Oct.1544 (Reg. Supp. 2524,
f . l8 3 v ); Provis ion  on 8 December (Reg. Lat. 1764, f.245-246v ); 
reservatio n  of f ru its ,  e tc .(R eg . La t. 1764, f.208v -210).
511 1 Feb. 1549 (R ££ ,iv ,n o .76 ); Haws, S cottish  P arish  C le rg y . 13).
512 Cowan, P arishes. 200.
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Reg. Supp. 2519, f . 209-210; P rovis ion  (Reg. Lat. 1752, f. 123-124): 
Reservation of f r u its  and reg ress  (Reg. Lat. 1752, f . l2 4 v -125  ).
514to  p ay  the annates a t th e  a p p ro p ria te  time. M o ffa t appears, h o w ever, 
to  have o u tlived  Ray, who was said to have held  th e  v icarage a t th e  
Reform ation b u t was dead sometime before 24 J u ly  1574. M offat th e re fo re  
seems to have successfu lly  obta ined reg ress  fo r , on th a t date, he was  
d e p rive d  fo r  n o n -co n fo rm ity , being described as " p re te n d it v ic a r" .
A lthough these examples ind icate  th a t the  system of res ig n a tio  in  
favorem  d id not always secure the succession in  th e  way in tended , th e y  
c e rta in ly  do not suggest an y  substan tia l fa ilu re  o f the system. T h e y  
ra th e r  illu s tra te  th a t, fo r  one reason or an o th er, th e re  were occasions  
w hen - something happened to  a lte r  the  in te n d e d  course of e ve n ts . 
Presum ably on re la tiv e ly  few  occasions did th e  o rig in a l holder a c tu a lly  
o bta in  regress , as M offa t d id  a fte r  the  Reform ation; i t  is even possib le  
th a t Robert Swyne did hold th e  v icarag e  o f M eth il fo r  some tim e, and  
th a t  Blacader also obta ined i t  before 1560 as th e  re s u lt  of the re g res s ; 
on ly  w ith  A rdrossan does i t  seem lik e ly  th a t Young n ever ac tu a lly  he ld  
the  v icarage a t all. In d e ed , th e  small num ber o f cases even of th is  k in d  
suggests th a t the  c h a ra c te ris tic  of th is  device was th a t i t  was a h ig h ly  
e ffe c tive  process fo r  secu rin g  possession, w hich  would expla in  its  
ev id e n t p o p u la rity .
In  some p rev io u s  ch ap ters , th e re  has been some discussion o f 
an o th er device used in  res ig n in g  a benefice, th a t o f retrocession, w h e re  
two resignations have follow ed each o th e r in  quick succession, 
e ffe c tiv e ly  res to rin g  th e  sta tu s  quo, w ith  th e  a d d itio n  th a t the second  
person involved re ta in ed  th e  r ig h t  of reg ress  to  th e  benefice. T h e re  a re  
a t least a few examples o f th e  use of th is  device w ith  parish  ch u rch es .
514 31 Oct. 1544 (Reg. Supp. 2524, f . l8 3 v ); 2 Dec. (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 6 5 ).
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One benefice w here  th is  was app lied  was the  pensionary v ic a ra g e  of
St.G iles in  E d in b u rg h , in  th e  patronage of the  provost of th e  co lleg iate  
516ch u rch . David Young res ig n ed  i t  on 29 A p ril 1542, and James W atson, 
a p r ie s t of D unkeld  diocese, asked to be given p ro v is io n  to  th e
R1 7
benefice. Only a few  days la te r  how ever, on 5 May, James y ie ld e d
his r ig h t  in  th e  v ic a ra g e  in  fa v o u r o f David, and to g eth er th e y  asked
th e  pope to p ro v id e  D avid  Young, and also to g ra n t James th e  r ig h t  o f
reg ress  i f  David died o r  res ig n ed  his r ig h t  in  the church , and i t  was
518these petitions w h ich  w ere  obta ined papal approval. A ll th is  was
c le a rly  successful. D avid  was described  as cu ra te  in  both 1528 and  1551,
presum ably d escrib in g  his fu n c tio n  ra th e r  than his t it le . I t  is
in te re s tin g , a lthough  no t necessarily  s ig n ifican t, th a t he was succeeded
519in  th e  v icarage  not b y  Watson, b u t b y  Law rence Tod.
The p e rp e tu a l v ic a rag e  of In v e ru r ie  was the  su b jec t o f a  s im ila r
action. William Cabell sen ior re ta in ed  th is  benefice th ro u g h  a
retrocession in v o lv in g  Laurence  Young and himself. In it ia l ly ,  C abell
resigned  in  the  hands o f th e  pope and in  favo u r of Young on 27
Septem ber 1546, and  Laurence  asked fo r papal p rov is ion  to  th e  
520vicarage. How ever, Laurence  y ie lded  his r ig h t  in the benefice  back
im m ediately and, in  b u lls  o f th e  same day, Cabell was g iv en  p ap a l 
provis ion , w here i t  was s ta ted  th a t he had resigned in  L a u re n c e ’s
fa v o u r and th a t re s ig n a tio n  was un fin ished ; a t  the same tim e, L au ren ce
516 Cowan, P arishes. 177-8.
517 Reg. Supp. 2452, f . l3 5 v .
Reg. Supp. 2454, f.9 9 v -100; Provis ion  fo r  David (Reg. Lat. 1735,
f.71v -7 2 v ); R eservatio n  o f reg ress  (Reg. Lat. 1745, f . l9 0 -1 9 0 v ).
David Young asked  fo r  p ro ro g atio n  of the  provision fo r  6 m onths
on 27 Septem ber (Reg. Supp. 2469, f.209).
519 Haws, Scottish P aris h  C le rg y . 214.
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521was g iven  th e  r ig h t  of reg ress  in  th e  usual circum stances. William
522Cabell continued to  hold the  v ica rag e  a t the  Reform ation.
A th ird  paroch ia l benefice w hich  was tre a te d  in  th is  way was the
v icarag e  o f K inglassie in  S t.A ndrew s diocese, whose parsonage was
annexed to  th e  abbey  of D unferm line, and  w hich in vo lved  Thomas Boswell
and Adam K ingorne, both o f whom had e a r lie r  been concerned w ith  a
res ig n atio n  o f th e  parsonage of Newdosk. T h ere  is a c lear lin k  w ith  the
p atro n  in  th is  instance fo r  K ingorne was th e  cam erarius o f D unferm line  
523Abbey. On 25 Septem ber 1541, Boswell res igned  th e  v icarag e ,
524w hereupon K ingorne asked fo r  p ro v is io n . Less th an  two months
la te r , how ever, K ingorne him self re s ig n e d  in  fa v o u r o f Boswell, saying  
th a t he had p rev io u s ly  obta ined th e  benefice b y  Boswell’s own 
res ig n atio n , and ask ing  fo r  him self o n ly  th e  r ig h t  o f access in  th e  e v e n t 
of Boswell d y in g  o r res ig n in g  th e  v ic a rag e , w hile Thomas Boswell asked
c o r
to be p ro v id ed  to the  benefice. W hereas in  th e  two examples ju s t
discussed, th e  retrocession seems to  have determ ined who held the  
benefice, th e  re ve rs e  seems to be th e  case w ith  K inglassie. I t  was 
Kingorne who seems to have been in  possession in  J u ly  1547, when he 
asked fo r  c o rrec tio n  of the fru its ,  and fo r  a prov is ion  w hich recorded
^24 P rovis ion  o f Cabell (Reg. Lat. 1780, f.346 -348); R eservation  o f reg ress  
to  Young (Reg. Lat. 1780, f.3 38 -3 4 1 ); a supplication  ask in g  fo r  the  
provis ion  o f Cabell and th e  re s e rv a tio n  of reg ress  to  Young, b u t  
dated 27 Septem ber 1547,exists in  a cancelled form  in  th e  R eg ister  
(Reg. Supp. 2603, f.96v -9 7 ). Th is  appears  to be a reco rd  of the  
p e titio n  to  match the  two b u lls , b u t w ith  an erroneous date.
522 Haws, S cottish  P arish  C le rg y . 115.
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524 Reg. Supp. 2432, f.60v -62 .
^2  ^ 7 Nov.1541 (Reg. Supp. 2452, f.299 ); P rovis ion  to  Boswell (Reg. Lat.
1735, f.6 0 v -6 2 ); R eservation o f re g res s  to  K ingorne (Reg. Lat. 1735, 
f .6 4 -6 5 v ). Boswell asked fo r  p ro ro g a tio n  of th e  p ro v is io n  fo r  6 
months on 27 Septem ber 1542 in  o rd e r  to  p u b lish  th e  res ig n a tio n  
in  Scotland (Reg. S upp.2469, f.2 05 -2 0 5 v ).
his d e fect o f b ir th , and i t  was also he who held the  v ica rag e  a t th e  
Reform ation.
I t  is noticeable th a t  none of these re trocessions in vo lved  th e
tra n s fe r  o f fru its ,  w h ich  suggests th a t in most cases, th e  fu n c tio n  o f
th e  process was more to  estab lish  more s tro n g ly  th e  possession o f th e
o rig in a l ho lder o f th e  benefice  ra th e r  th an  to  en su re  a p a rtic u la r  lin e  o f
succession. Th is  omission o f any pension of o r on the  fru its  was no t,
how ever, u n iv e rs a l. When John S incla ir and George N a irn  u n d erto o k  a
retrocession  of the  p e rp e tu a l v icarage of A lfo rd  in  A berdeen diocese, fo r
example, th e re  was a t  leas t a  small pension paid. John S in c la ir re s ig n e d
th is  benefice and George N a irn  asked fo r  prov is ion  from  th e  pope on 27 
527Ju ly  1539. Two days la te r , the process was reve rsed : N a irn  re s ig n e d
and th e y  made successfu l p e titio n  to g e th e r th a t S in c la ir should be
p ro v id ed  to th e  v ic a rag e , w h ile  N airn  should rece ive  an annua l pension
of 20 m erks Scots p lus th e  r ig h t  o f regress i f  th e  pension was not p a id ,
by  w hich i t  seems th a t  th e re  was no expectation , o r p erh ap s  no
528in te n tio n , o f succession coming to  John N airn  in  th e  fu tu re . The  
outcome is not confirm ed, b u t i t  seems h ig h ly  lik e ly  th a t S in c la ir  
re ta in ed  th e  v icarag e  fo r  a t least some time.
Just as th e  absence of financia l considerations was n o t a  
u n iv e rs a l fe a tu re  o f th is  p ro ced u re , n e ith e r was i t  a lw ays th e  case th a t  
th e  process took place w ith in  a  v e ry  sh o rt space o f time. The tre a tm e n t  
of the  p e rp e tu a l v ic a rag e  o f Cleish by John Anderson and William W alker  
p rov ides  a v a ria tio n  on th is  p a tte rn . Anderson y ie lded  th e  benefice  in  
th e  hands of the  pope and  in  fa v o u r of W alker on 20 A ugust 1544, and
^2® 15 J u ly  (Reg. Supp. 2609, f.144); Haws, Scottish  Parish C le rg y . 138. 
527 Reg. Supp. 2341, f .7 4 -7 4 v .
^2® 29 J u ly  (Reg. Supp. 2341, f.7 3 -74 ); Provision to  S in c la ir (Reg. L a t.
1658, f.314 -316); R eservation  of pension and reg ress  to N a irn  (Reg. 
Supp. 1658, f.3 12 -3 1 4 v ).
th e y  w ere successful in  th e ir  re q u e s t th a t  provision  should be g iven  to
William, w h ile  John should have an  an nual pension of £10 Scots along
529w ith  th e  r ig h t  of reg ress  i f  th e  pension was not paid. I t  was th re e
years  la te r , in  Septem ber 1547, b e fo re  W alker resigned and John
530A nderson asked to  be g iven  p ro v is io n  to  th e  v icarage  again. The
shape o f th is  process is d if fe re n t from  th e  o th e r retrocessions discussed  
above, in  th a t fo r  example the  bu lls  r e fe r  to the  f i r s t  res ig n atio n  ra th e r  
th a n  to th e  last, and some m otivation  o th e r than  th a t w hich d ro ve  th e  
"s ta n d a rd ” p rocedu re  may lie beh ind  th is  p a rtic u la r  case. N everthe less , 
th e  outcome was th e  same, in  th a t two holders o f the benefice re v e rs e d
c q i
possession, and Anderson re ta in e d  i t  u n til the  Reformation.
The substan tia l mass of m ateria l in  th e  reg is te rs  o f supp lications  
and bulls  re la tin g  to the p a ris h  churches  in  Scotland p ro v id e  a r ic h  
ve in  to be q u a rrie d  fo r  a v a r ie ty  o f purposes. With re g ard  to p a tro n ag e  
against th e  background of th e  vario u s  r ig h ts  which determ ined benefice  
appointm ents, the  p a tte rn  w hich em erges is, in broad outline  and w ith  
some exceptions, not d issim ilar to th a t  seen in  the ca th ed ra l p reb en d s.
Amongst lay  p atro n s , th e  crow n made extensive use of its  pow ers  
of d ire c t patronage and, more s ig n ific a n tly , those re la tin g  to  
p resen ta tion  d u rin g  vacancies in  episcopal sees, w ith  the  re s u lt th a t  a  
not in s ig n ific a n t num ber o f p a ris h  churches w ere fille d  w ith o u t  
re fe ren ce  to Rome a t a ll. Some o f these may, o f course, have fa lle n
Reg. Supp.2524, f.194; P rovis ion  to  W alker (Reg. Lat. 1753, f .2 8 0 -  
281); R eservation of pension and re g re s s  to Anderson (Reg. Lat. 
1752, f.356 -358).
530 2 Sept. (Reg. Supp. 2618, f .9 1 ); PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /2 1 7 .
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outs ide  th e  n e t o f  papal re se rv a tio n  if ,  fo r  example, th e y  became v acan t 
in  n o n -re s e rv e d  months. Many of the  appointm ents w ere no doubt those  
of local c le r ic s , as was c e rta in ly  th e  case w ith  those in  th e  W estern  
Is les , and  few , i f  an y , o f these should be seen as in  an y  w ay p ersona l 
appointm ents. The num ber o f ro ya l in te rve n tio n s  in  p aro ch ia l 
appointm ents beyond those vacancies w hich p ro p e rly  belonged w ith  th e  
crow n is , how ever, v e ry  small indeed , and th is  may be ta k e n  as an  
ind ica tion  o f a re la tiv e  lack of in te re s t in  benefices o f lesser  
s ign ificance w hich  would be v e ry  understandab le .
U n lik e  th e  c a th ed ra l p reb en d s, th e re  is q u ite  extens ive  evidence  
fo r  th e  exerc ise  o f patronage b y  o th e r lay  patrons in  v ario u s  p a rts  o f 
the c o u n try . I t  is c lear th a t the  system of rese rv a tio n  made i t  d es irab le , 
and even  necessary , fo r  these patrons  to devote fin an c ia l resources to  
e n su rin g  th a t th e ir  nominees, o ften  members of th e ir  fam ilies, had  
possession o f p a ris h  churches secured by papal p ro v is io n , o r a t  leas t 
re g is te re d  p e titio n s .
Am ongst ecclesiastical p a tro n s , the  most obvious gap lies in  th e  
lack o f firm  evidence of p reb en d aries  m aking appointm ents to  th e  
(u su a lly ) v icarag es  w hich rem ained to serve th e  cu re  o f souls. The  
supplications and bu lls , how ever, p ro v id e  severa l examples o f th e  
exercise o f p a tro n ag e  b y  bishops, also in  some cases to  members o f th e ir  
fam ilies, and th is  also co n trasts , ra th e r  s u rp ris in g ly , w ith  th e  p ic tu re  
availab le  fo r  th e  c a th ed ra l p reb en d s, w here such cases a re  fe w e r. The  
re lig ious houses, to  w hich many o f the  p a rish  churches  w ere  
a p p ro p ria ted , also made extensive use of th e ir  powers o f patronage: th is  
included th e  appo in tm ent o f members of the fam ilies o f th e  abbots and  
others know n to  be associated w ith  the abbeys, and o f canons and even  
monks to  serv e , a t least nom inally, churches annexed to th e  re lig io u s  
house. The pope ’s own a u th o rity , as the  h ighest ecclesiastical p a tro n  of 
all, was ava ilab le  by delegation to David Beaton fo r  a time as th e  re s u lt
329.
o f th e  in d u lts  g ran ted  to him and , a lthough s evera l appointm ents w ere  
made d ire c tly  w ith in  Scotland, th e  Vatican reco rd s  p rov ide  some small 
fu r th e r  evidence of the use of these powers.
A ll o f these p a tro n s  found th a t th ey  could not always exercise  
th e ir  a u th o r ity  unchallenged , and th e re  is extensive  evidence of 
disputes a ris in g  from c o n flic tin g  r ig h ts  being ta k e n  to Rome. While the  
crow n was able to use its  own a u th o r ity  to w ith s tan d  such challenges  
successfu lly , both o th e r la y  and ecclesiastical p a tro n s  had more mixed 
fo rtu n es . The overa ll p ic tu re  suggested , how ever, is th a t these p a tro n s  
w ere, w ith  some exceptions, reasonab ly  successful in  p lacing th e ir  own 
nominees, despite the scale o f th e  opposition. The most su b stan tia l
source o f th is  was the  g ro u p  of Scottish  p ro c u ra to rs  a t Rome, the  scale 
o f whose a c tiv itie s  in  re la tio n  to parochia l benefices was v e ry  extens ive  
indeed. T h e ir  success was, how ever, more circum scribed: th e y  did indeed  
obta in  some benefices fo r  them selves or members of th e ir  fam ilies; th e y  
w ere also able to fo rce  successfu l litig an ts  to b u y  them o ff w ith  a
pension; in  many cases, n everth e less , th e y  sim ply fa iled  in th e ir
challenges, re flec tin g  p e rh ap s  a tendency to challenge fo r  some 
churches w ith  lit t le  expectation  of success, and th e  s tre n g th  of a t least 
some local possession w ith in  Scotland.
This examination of th e  p a rish  churches has also in d ica ted  the  
considerab le  scale of the  use o f resignations b y  b en efice -h o ld ers  and  
seekers. Much of th is  was c le a rly  in tended  to secure possession of such  
churches w ith in  p a rtic u la r  fam ilies , and achieved th is  aim a lth o u g h , as 
has been seen, th is  ra re ly  p ro ved  to las t fo r  more th an  two o r th re e  
members o f the  fam ily. I t  was also ex ten s ive ly  used how ever by  
agreem ent between in d iv id u a ls  who w ere not re la te d . The process of
re trocession  seen w ith  benefices fu r th e r  up th e  ch u rch  h ie ra rc h y , was 
also in  evidence a p p a re n tly  in  o rd e r  more to estab lish  th e  possession of 
an o rig in a l possessor th a n  to  secure succession fo r  a fu tu re  one,
although perhaps not to  th e  e x te n t w hich m ight have been expected  
given  the num ber of p a ris h  ch u rch es  w ith in  Scotland re la tiv e  to  th e  
num ber o f prebends.
The ru les  o f re s e rv a tio n  and th e  r ig h ts  o f local pa trons w ere  
also in  potentia l com petition w ith  re g a rd  to ano ther group  of benefices  
w hich stand in a sense ra th e r  outs ide these examined so fa r . The  
headships and prebends in  th e  co lleg iate  churches constitu te  a special 
category  on th e ir  own in  v ario u s  w ays, and i t  is to these th a t we now 
tu rn  to consider w h eth er th e  V atican  records suggest th a t th e y  fo llow , 
o r d iverge from , the  same g e n era l p a tte rn  as those benefices a lre a d y  
considered.
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CHAPTER 7 
THE COLLEGIATE CHURCHES
The collegiate churches in  Scotland stand ra th e r  a p a rt from  the  
o th e r churches discussed so fa r .  T h ey  w ere a com paratively  late  
developm ent w ith in  th e  church: a p a r t  from  the  e a rly  foundation  of St. 
M ary  on the Rock a t St. A ndrew s, founded in  ra th e r  special 
circum stances,^ a ll th e  foundations date from  the m id -fo u rte e n th  c e n tu ry  
onwards. I t  was also "m arked ly  a laym an’s movement". The reasonable  
expectation m ight be th a t th e  re la t iv e ly  re ce n t foundation  of many of 
the  churches in  th is  form  and th e  e rec tio n  o f th e ir  p rebends -  in  many 
cases even more re ce n t -  w ould lead to s tro n g er local contro l by  
patrons of w h atever k ind . In  a d d itio n , i t  m ight also be expected th a t the  
n atu re  of the  lin ks  between th e  p a tro n s  and th e ir  churches m ight also  
produce a red u ctio n  in  the scale o f re fe ren ces  of such appointm ents to  
Rome.
The question of patronage  to  these churches and th e ir  prebends  
req u ires  some discussion. Easson states c ris p ly  th a t "the patronage of 
the p rovostsh ip , as o f the  p reb en d s , la y  w ith  the fo u n d er and his he irs
Q
or, in  the  b u rg h s , w ith  the  ba ilies  and council." A lthough th is  was 
probab ly  tru e  in  many cases, i t  needs some explanation and p ro b ab ly  
refinem ent. I t  was not a t a ll uncommon fo r  fu r th e r  prebend s to be 
added la te r  to th e  ch u rch , b y  d if fe re n t  in d iv id u a ls  who them selves
* For which, see G .W .S.Barrow, The Kingdom of the  Scots (London,1973), 
212-232.
2 Watt, D .E.R."Collegiate C h u rch es",in  H is to rica l Atlas o f Scotland, c .400- 
c.1600. (S t.A ndrew s,1973),ed . P.M cNeill and R. Nicholson, 79.
2 D.E.Easson "The collegiate ch u rch es  in  Scotland", RSCHS. v i (1938),
199.
re ta in e d  th e  p atronage  o f these p a rtic u la r p reb en d s. Even a t fo u n d atio n , 
p re s e n ta tio n  to  p rebend s could be d is tr ib u te d  am ongst severa l p a tro n s . 
This  o c cu rre d  a t th e  co lleg iate  church  of Tain , founded  by Thomas H ay, 
bishop o f Ross in  1487 a t  th e  instance of James I I I :  w hile  th e  p ro v o s try  
was in  episcopal pa tro n ag e, two prebends w ere  a t ro ya l p re se n ta tio n , 
f iv e  a t  th e  p resen ta tio n  o f th e  e a rl o f Ross, th e  deacons w ere to  be 
p re se n te d  b y  two local la ird s , the  sacris t by th e  p rovost, and  th e  
c h o ris te rs  b y  th re e  o th e r local laymen.^ This is not d issim ilar to th e  
s itu atio n  w ith  p e rp e tu a l ch an tries  in  England, w h ere , as W ood-Legh has 
in d ica te d , patronage could v a ry : in  add ition  to th e  continu ing  r ig h t  o f 
the  fo u n d e r and his h e irs , patronage could pass w ith  a tra n s fe r  o f 
ow nersh ip  o f th e  land , and  th e  parson o r w ard en  could also have a say  
in  an appointm ent. I t  is  ag a in s t th is  background  th a t appointm ents to  
these benefices and, in  p a rtic u la r , the ro le o f th e  papacy in  such  
appointm ents must be examined.
I
While both the  headships and the p reb en d s  o f these colleges w ere  
n o n -e le c tiv e , i t  is a p p ro p ria te  to examine them  sep ara te ly  in  v iew  o f 
p o ten tia l d iffe ren ces  in  th e  trea tm en t of appointm ents. S evera l o f th e  
collegiate churches w ere found ed  by  the  crow n its e lf  and th e  p a tro n ag e  
of th e ir  headships th u s  la y  in  ro ya l hands. The d ean ery  of R e s ta lrig , 
one o f these churches, was used to p ro v id e  an income fo r  one o f James 
V*s leg a l o ffic e rs , John S in c la ir , who was one o f th e  lo rds  of Session  
and la te r  Lord  P res iden t. On 8 Ju ly  1542, th e  K ing named S in c la ir  to  
the vacan cy  on its  vo idance b y  the death of William Gibson the  p re v io u s
 ^ J .D u rka n , "The s an c tu a ry  and college of T a in " , IR , x iii (1962),150-1 .
5
K.L.W ood-Legh, P erp e tu a l ch an tries  in  B rita in  (C am bridge,1965), 65-7 .
6 M id lo th ian  C hrs.. l i i - l i i i .
day, commending his u p r ig h t  ch ara c te r, his b ir th  (he was th e  son o f S ir
O liv e r S in c la ir o f Roslin) and his w o rk  on th e  suprem e c o u rt as
q ua lifica tions  fo r  his appointm ent. The fo llow ing month, S in c la ir  and  the
o
King successfu lly  p e titio n ed  th e  pope to  p ro v id e  him to the  benefice .
He re ta in e d  th e  benefice  a t least u n til  1547 and possibly also k e p t the  
f ru its  u n til 1566.^
The c h u rch  o f T r in ity  in  E d in b u rg h  was also in  ro y a l p a tro n ag e  
th ro u g h  its  fo u n d atio n  b y  M ary  of G u e ld re s .^  D uring  th is  p e rio d , the  
p rovostsh ip  was g ra n te d  to a minor member o f James V ’s c o u rt. In  Ju ly  
1540, George C lapperton , th e  k in g ’s m aster almoner, was p re s e n te d  to
th e  benefice w hen i t  became vacant fo llow ing  the res ig n a tio n  o f R obert
11 12 E rsk ine . He re ta in e d  possession o f the  o ffice u n t il  1566.
C lap p erto n ’s predecessors in  the headship  of th is  ch u rch  w ere  draw n
from  the  fam ily  o f an o th er member o f James V ’s co u rt, S ir  Thomas
E rsk in e , the  ro y a l s e c re ta ry . Thomas E rsk in e , son of th e  s e c re ta ry ,
obtained i t  b y  ro y a l p resen ta tio n  in  e a r ly  1539 when th e  p re v io u s
7
James V L e tte rs . 440.
^ 27 Aug. 1542 (R eg .S u p p .2463 ,f.l39 -139v ); Provis ion  (Reg.Vat. 1574,f . 179-
180v). S in c la ir  ob liged fo r  the  annates  on 22 Septem ber (PRO 3 1 /9 -  
33 /141 -2 . He also sought co rrec tio n  o f the  amount o f th e  f r u i ts  on 
12 Septem ber (R eg .S upp .2467,f.218-218v).
 ^ F a s ti. 370; see also below, p 356.
10 Cowan and Easson, M edieval Religious Houses Scotland. 221.
^  28 Ju ly  1540 (R ££ ,ii,no .3594); C lapperton  appears as m aster a lm oner
in  e.g. ER ,xvii,165, T A ,v ii,125,332.
1 2  F a sti. 359.
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13p ro vo st, William Cunningham , was prom oted to  th e  b ishopric  of A rg y ll.
How ever, he q u ic k ly  resigned  i t  when nominated fo r  the  abbacy of
D ry b u rg h , to  be succeeded la te r  th a t same y ea r b y  th e  son of John
E rsk in e  o f Dun, Thomas’s cousin. R obert E rsk in e , parson  of G lenberv ie ,
was g iven  p resen ta tio n  by James V on 5 Septem ber 1539 and collation to
the  ch u rch  a few  days la te r .  ^ 4 R obert E rsk in e  also held the
p rovostsh ip  fo r  on ly  a sh o rt tim e, u n til he too res ig n ed  on ob ta in ing  a
15more s u b stan tia l benefice, the  d ean ery  o f Aberdeen.
The fam ily  o f James Le irm onth , th e  k in g ’s m aster o f w orks, w ere  
among those who w ere appo in ted  to  th e  headships o f collegiate churches  
in  ro ya l patronage. On 30 J u ly  1540, th e  k in g  presen ted  James
Leirm onth, th e  th ir te e n  y e a r-o ld  son of the  m aster o f w orks , as p ro vo st 
of S t.M ary  on the  Rock a t S t.A ndrew s, fo llow ing th e  death of the
1 C
previous  h o ld er, James K incragy . As w ith  th e  d ean ery  of R esta lrig ,
K in c rag y ’s death  took place in  Ju ly ; again , how ever, Leirm onth fe lt  i t
necessary tw o months la te r  to  seek p rov is ion  to  th e  provostsh ip  in
commendam u n til  his e ig h teen th  y e a r and fu lly  th e re a fte r , when he
17stated th a t some doubted th e  v a lid ity  of his possession. Despite a 
re p o rt of h is death in  December 1554, Leirm onth held  th e  o ffice  u n til his  
death in  1 5 7 8 .^
^  17 Feb. 1539 (R ££,ii,no .2892); M id lo th ian  C hrs. .c v ii-c v iii .
14 RS£,ii,no.3594; 13 Sept. (S pald ing  Club M isc.(1849).iv .3 1 -2 ): M id loth ian
C h rs . x v iii-c ix ).
^  1 A u g .1540 (F asti. 9).
1 fi
R£jS.,ii,no.3598; Leirm onth ap p ears  as m aster o f w o rks  in  e.g.
ER .xvii, 164,279 h
^  21 Sept. 1540 (R eg .S u p p .2391 ,f.l40v -141 ).
18 Fasti. 372-3.
The crow n also obta ined  r ig h ts  o f patronage to  colleg iate  churches
a ris in g  from  th e  fo r fe itu re  o f certa in  fam ilies a t vario u s  times. Th is  was
th e  case, fo r  example, w ith  th e  ch u rch  of Crichton: on th e  fo r fe itu re  in
1484- o f th e  C rich tons , who had founded the  colleg iate  c h u rc h , th e ir
lands had been acq u ired  b y  the  H epburn  fam ily. P a tr ic k  H ep b u rn , e a rl
o f Bothwell, was re p o rte d  to  have gone to England and was suspected of
tre a c h e ry , and p resen ta tio n  was th e re fo re  said to lie w ith  th e  crow n. As
a re s u lt, John Johnston was p resen ted  to the  p ro v o s try  in  Septem ber
191549, fo llow ing th e  death  of William Justice, th e  p rev io u s  ho lder.
H ep b u rn  did make his own p resen ta tio n  of George Ramsay on J u s tic e ’s
death b u t, p resum ably  because of H e p b u rn ’s exile, th e  o rd in a ry  re fu sed
to in s titu te  him. How long o r  successfu lly  Johnston re ta in e d  th e  benefice
is not c lear. W hat is c e rta in  is  th a t in  1553, the  H epburns  w ere  able to
re -e s ta b lis h  th e ir  hold on th e  ch u rch , and Ramsay res ig n ed  the
20provostsh ip  in  fa v o u r of James H epburn .
The p ro vo stsh ip  of L inc luden , founded by th e  lo rd  of Galloway,
s im ila rly  came in to  ro y a l p a tro n ag e  as a re s u lt  o f th e  fo r fe itu re  o f th e
21Douglas fam ily  in  1455. I t  was also held in  succession b y  two
im p o rtan t ro y a l se rvan ts , William S tew art, tre a s u re r  o f S cotland, and
22George M arschell, d e p u ty  tre a s u re r . The tra n s fe r  was p a r t  o f a
complicated th re e -c o rn e re d  exchange in vo lv in g  th e  two men and  
S te w a rt’s son, John, who was to obta in  the tre a s u re rs h ip  o f A berdeen .
^  3 Sept. (RSS.iv fno.414). T h ere  is some doubt as to w h e th e r Bothw ell
had a c tu a lly  gone to  E ngland, b u t he was c e rta in ly  in  close touch  
w ith  th e  Eng lish  governm ent. (M arv  o f L o rra in e  C orrespondence. 
320-1 ).
20 F a s ti. 350.
21 Cowan and Easson, M edieval Religious Houses. Scotland . 223;
R.G.Nicholson, Scotland: th e  la te r  m iddle ages. 373.
22 For S tew art, see Handbook of B ritis h  C hronology, (3 rd  ed.),188; 
M arschell appears as d ep u ty  tre a s u re r  e.g. TA .v i.316 f 
RMS.iii.no. 1629).
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William S tew art had f i r s t  become p ro v o st in  1529, the year before he was
23appo in ted  ro y a l tre a s u re r . On 30 May 1535, he asked fo r  a  new
p ro v is io n , s ta tin g  th a t  he had rece ived  apostolic dispensation to  re ta in
th e  benefice fo r  life  when he had been prom oted to the  b ishopric  of
A berdeen  in  1532, b u t s till doubted th e  v a lid ity  o f his p o s se s s io n .^
Two months la te r , he endeavoured to  secure  the  succession w ith in  his
fam ily , when his son, John, was p resen ted  fo r  the  p rovostsh ip  by  the
crown to the  pope in  expectation of his fa th e r ’s res ignation  in  the
hands of the  pope, while William was to  re ta in  a ll the  fru its  and the
25r ig h t  of reg ress  i f  John died o r res ig n ed . This was not successfu l,
however: in  A ugust o f the  fo llow ing y e a r, i t  was George M arschell who
was said to be in  expectation of W illiam ’s res ignation  in  a p resen ta tio n
to th e  pope, when th e  f ru its  and th e  r ig h t  o f reg ress  w ere  again
rese rv ed  to William. On 17 O ctober, th e  whole tra n s fe r  was form alized
a t the  curia , when William S tew art res ig n ed  the  p rovostsh ip  to th e  pope,
and he and George M arschell asked th a t M arschell should be g iven
provision . A pension of £100 Scots to  John Duncanson, who had held  the
benefice from  1512 fo r  some years  and had c lea rly  only g iven  i t  up  in
re tu rn  fo r th is  pension, was continued . Most s ig n ific a n tly , William
S tew art was to continue to hold a ll th e  fru its ,  te inds , r ig h ts  o f the
o ffice , to g e th er w ith  the  ru le  and ad m in is tra tio n  of the  ch u rch , along
27w ith  th e  r ig h t  o f reg ress  in  the  e v e n t o f th e  p ro v o s try  fa llin g  vacan t.
23 F a s ti. 365.
2^ R eg.Supp.2175,f.98v-99.
25 27 Ju ly  (RSS.ii.no.1742).
23 12 A ug.1536 (RSS.ii.no.2118). On 8 O ctober, M arschell sought
provision  him self along w ith  c o rrec tio n  of th e  fru its  
(Reg. Supp. 2231,f . l3 0 -1 3 0 v ).
27 R eg.Supp.2228,f.22v-23; P rovis ion  o f M arschell (R e g .V a t.l4 5 6 ,f .l2 2 v -  
125); R eservation  of f ru its  and re g re s s  to S tew art 
(R eg .L a t.l662 ,f.261 -264v ).
A t th e  same tim e, com pleting th e  tr ia n g le  of changes, John S te w a rt was
p ro v id ed  to  th e  tre a s u re rs h ip  o f A berdeen, w hich  M arschell had
p re v io u s ly  h e ld , re s e rv in g  th e  f ru its  and adm in is tra tion  o f th a t d ig n ity
to M arschell in  th e  same m anner as William S tew art was doing w ith  th e
p ro vo stsh ip . Both M arschell and  John S tew art w ere  th e re fo re  able to
expect th e  succession to th e ir  resp ec tive  benefices in  due course, and
th is  p resu m ab ly  explains th e  w illingness of the  S tew arts  not to  be
concerned a t  th e  fa ilu re  o f th e ir  e a r lie r  plan th a t John S te w a rt should
succeed h is fa th e r  as p ro v o st o f L includen. On 22 Decem ber, M arschell
asked fo r  a new pro v is io n , and th e  follow ing day, M arschell and William
S tew art both  ob liged  fo r  th e  annates resp ec tive ly  o f th e  p ro vo stsh ip
28and the  re s e rv a tio n  of th e  fru its .  This tr ip a r t ite  a rran g e m e n t p ro b a b ly  
lasted t i l l  William S te w a rt’s death  on 10 A p ril 1545, w hen M arsche ll 
pro b ab ly  succeeded fu lly  to  th e  headship of L inc luden  and presum ably  
yielded th e  f r u its  o f the  tre a s u re rs h ip  of Aberdeen to  John S te w a rt a t  
the  same tim e. Assuming th is  to  be so, he did not have long to  e n jo y
the new s itu a tio n , fo r  he h im self was dead by 16 Septem ber 1547, w hen
29Robert Douglas was g iven  crow n presentation . I t  is c le a r th a t, fo r  
almost 20 yea rs , the  office p ro v id ed  a means of su p p o rt fo r  two o f th e  
crow n’s fin a n c ia l o fficers .
T h ere  is one case o f opposition to ro ya l p re se n ta tio n  w h ich  
reached th e  c u ria , dealing w ith  th e  p ro v o s try  o f Tain . I t  is in d eed
unclear w h y  p resen ta tions  b y  th e  crown were made a t  a ll. The o ffic e
30was in  th e  patronage o f th e  bishop of Ross , and th e re  is no 
suggestion in  the  two ro y a l p resen ta tions  in  1541 and 1542 th a t  th e  
crown was a c tin g  sede vacante: indeed, Bishop C airncross was named as
28 23 Dec. (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /4 8 -4 9 ).
29 RSS.iii.no.2433.
39 D u rkan , "S an ctu ary  and college of Tain", 151.
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th e  co lla to r to the office . The case is o f in te re s t also because i t
i l lu s tra te s  one of the  v e r y  ra re  in te rv e n tio n s  by the  Scottish
p ro c u ra to rs  a t Rome in  appointm ents to  benefices in  collegiate churches.
I t  ap p ears  possible th a t two sep ara te , th o u g h  no t to ta lly  d isconnected,
d isputes  w ere  tak in g  place w ith in  Scotland and a t Rome. Donald M unro
was th e  o n ly  lit ig a n t who seems to  have re ta in e d  some sem i-perm anent
hold on th e  provostsh ip  d u rin g  most of th e  perio d . He had obta ined i t
by  1534 and was s till p ro v o s t as late as 1546, when he w itnessed a
31n o ta ria l in s tru m en t on 14 Septem ber. In  e a r ly  1541, how ever, the  o ffice
was said to  be vacant by th e  res ig n a tio n  o r death  o f Munro, and George
O g ilvy  was presented by  th e  crow n , when th e  provostsh ip  was said to
32be a t crow n presentation . L it t le  more th an  a y ea r la te r , both o f these
possible holders w ere ig n o re d  when H ugh G ray  was g iven ro y a l
p resen ta tio n , on the grounds th is  tim e th a t i t  was vacant by  th e  death  
33of Magnus Vaus. The f i r s t  m ention of th e  d isp u te  a t Rome came in  th e
autum n o f 1542, when M unro ’s death  in  A u g u st o f th a t yea r was g iven
b y  John Thornton as th e  cause o f the  vacancy when he asked fo r
pro v is io n  to the p ro vo stsh ip .3^ Hugh G ray also claimed th a t M unro had
died when he also sought p ro v is io n  to th e  o ffice  in  Jan u ary  1543,
s ta tin g  th a t i t  had been v ac a n t so long th a t  p resen ta tio n  had devolved
35to th e  apostolic see. His challenge  was soon o v er, how ever, fo r  in  
A p ril o f th e  following y e a r, he d isappeared  from  among the lit ig a n ts ,  
ceding his r ig h t in  th e  b enefice  to th e  pope in  fa v o u r o f John
31 Easfci, 374; Munre .Writs» no.57.
32 22 Feb. 1541 (R ££,ii,no .3870).
33 17 Aug. 1542 (R £fi,ii,no .4841). Vaus had p re v io u s ly  o ccurred  as p ro v o s t 
on 1 May 1542 (F ra s e r, G ra n t ,ii i ,88 , quoted in  F a s ti.374L
3^ 27 Sept.1542 (R eg .S u p p .2470 ,f.64 -64v ), rep ea ted  4 October
(R eg .S upp .2470,f.221v-222).
35 15 Jan. 1543 (Reg.Supp.2486,f.l7).
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36S tevenson who in  tu r n  jo ined those d isp u tin g  r ig h t  in  th e  benefice .
F or th e  next six y ea rs , the  battle  seems to have been fo u g h t a t  Rome,
some of the  lo ca lly -b ased  candidates being forced to co n d u ct th e ir
cam paign on th e  p ro c u ra to rs ’ ground. T h o rn to n  had him self re -a p p e a re d
37as p ro vo st in  M arch 1544 , b u t he had to  take  action to  p ro te c t his
claims a yea r la te r: on 10 March 1545, he asked fo r  p ro ro g a tio n  o f his  
p ro v is io n  fo r  a y e a r  beyond the th re e  years  allowed in  o rd e r  to  b r in g
N.P., who had in tru d e d  himself in to  th e  benefice and was ille g a lly
38deta in in g  it ,  to  ju s tic e  w ith in  th a t time. A t a fu r th e r  in te rv a l o f a
y e a r, T h o rn to n ’s nephew , James T horn to n  also sought p ro v is io n  to  th e
benefice, claim ing th a t  i t  was vacant by  John T h o rn to n ’s re s ig n a tio n  o r
39Magnus s Vaus’s death . Two years la te r , he c le a rly  fe lt  as in secu re  as 
his uncle had been in  1545, fo r he asked fo r  a new p ro v is io n  to  th e  
p ro v o s ts h ip .^  I t  is d if f ic u lt  to know w h e th e r Thornton  o r h is nephew  
e v e r secured an y  re ve n u e  from the  o ffice , a lthough the  ap p earan ce  of 
John T h o rn to n  as p ro vo st in  a local c h a rte r  in  M arch 1544 and  th e  
notice of his assen t as p rovost to a tra n s fe r  of lands in  D u n skeath  to  
Nicholas Ross, a ch ap la in  in  the  collegiate ch u rch , a t the  same tim e, both  
suggest th a t his claim was a t least recognized  in  S c o tla n d .^  C le arly , 
his claim was a more serious one than  is suggested by  an exam ination  
sim ply of the  evidence o f Scottish records . How ever, M unro a p p a re n tly  
having  d isappeared  from  the  scene sometime a fte r  Septem ber 1546,
3® 27 A p ril 1544 (R eg.Supp.2513,f.221).
37 24 Mar. 1544 (F a s ti.374).
qo
R eg.Supp.2542,f.257v. Request rep ea ted  on 16 A ugust 
(R eg .S upp.2555,f,120v).
3^ 226 March 1546 (R e g .S u p p .2 5 8 1 ,f.llv -1 2 ).
^  10 Nov.1548 (R eg .S upp .2648,f,141v-142).
^  Fasti. 374; RSS.iii.no.676: OPS.ii.2.422.
Nicholas Ross was g iven  crow n p resen ta tio n  to  th e  p rovostsh ip  fo llow ing  
th e  res ignation  of A lexander G ray  in  M arch 1 5 4 9 .^  James T h o rn to n  
made a fu r th e r  e f fo r t  to reclaim  th e  benefice fo r  the Thorn to n  fam ily  
la te r  th a t y e a r w hen he claim ed th a t  th e  benefice was vacan t fo llow ing  
th e  death o f Magnus Vaus (w h ich  had taken  place seven years  e a r lie r )  
and th u s  sought p ro v is io n , nam ing A lexander G ray , Donald M unro and
A  Q
Magnus Vaus as his com petitors, b u t th e re  is no evidence th a t Ross’s 
possession was d is tu rb e d  b y  th is . U n like  the o th er litig a n ts  w ith in  
Scotland, th e re  is c lear ev idence th a t  Ross re ta in ed  the  p ro vo stsh ip  w ell 
beyond the  R e fo rm a tio n .^  The d ispute  has been described as a ’’ra p id  
l in e -u p  fo r  th a t o ff ic e ” su g g estin g  u n se ttled  times in  th e  n o r t h .^  Th is  
was a su b stan tia l d ispute  b y  an y  s tandards , and ind icates  th e  
determ ination  o f a t least one o f th e  S cottish  p ro cu ra to rs . T horn to n  may 
have had some hold on the  o ffice  in  th e  m id-1540s. A t th e  same tim e, his  
main opponents ap p ear to have been men w ith  local connections. M unro  
may have been a member o f th e  M unro  of Foulis fam ily. Nicholas Ross 
was him self th e  son of a chap la in  o f D unskeath  and in  tu rn  became th e  
chaplain.^®
A nother d ispute  in  th e  1540s w hich invo lved  the crown serves to  
provide  a lin k  betw een th e  exerc ise  o f ro y a l powers and those o f la y  
patrons, th e  crow n in  th is  case p re s e n tin g  th e  challenge to  th e  p a tro n . 
This arose o v er th e  p ro v o stsh ip  o f Dum barton, w hich was a t th e  
presentation  o f th e  S tew art earls  o f Lennox, whose invo lvem ent w ith  th e
^  20 Mar. 1549 (RSS.iv .no . 166).
^  16 Sept.1549 (R eg .S u p p .2670,f.236-236v).
44 Fasti. 374.
R.W.Munro and J.M unro , Ta in  th ro u g h  th e  cen turies  (T a in , 1966), 31.
A d
W Taylo r, Researches in to  th e  h is to ry  o f Tain (T a in ,1882), 51;
W.MacGill, Old R oss-sh ire  and  Scotland in  th e  Tain and Balnagown  
documents. ( In v e rn e s s , 1909 -11 ), 5.
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E n g lis h  d u rin g  th a t tim e led to in te rv e n tio n  b y  A rra n ’s governm ent.
R o b e rt S te w a rt may have held th e  o ffice  since 1530, hav ing  moved to  th e
p ro v o s ts h ip  from  th e  p a ra lle l post a t L in c lu d en , and was c e rta in ly  in
47possession b y  1539. A lthough he was p resen ted  to  th e  b ishopric  o f
C aithness in  1541, he c le a rly  in tended  to  re ta in  th is  o ffice  as w e ll fo r ,
on 25 Novem ber, he asked th e  pope fo r  a  new p ro v is io n , s ta tin g  th a t  he
had p re v io u s ly  obta ined i t  b y  o rd in a ry  a u th o r ity  and was o f noble  
48b ir th . The p rovostsh ip  th en  became a source o f d ispute  betw een th e
F re n c h  and English  p a rties  a t  co u rt fo llow ing James V ’s death , along
w ith  th e  b ishopric  o f Caithness which was also being sought b y
49A lexan d er Gordon, b ro th e r of the  earl o f H u n tly . S tew art claimed in
May 1543 th a t he had o ffe re d  the p ro vo stsh ip  to  Gordon even th o u g h
th e  e a r lie r  s to ry  p u t about b y  Gordon th a t th is  was th e  case "was nocht
in  v e r ite ."  T h a t a c e rta in  amount of compulsion had been re q u ire d  to
g e t him to make th e  o ffe r  is c lear from  his claim th a t th is  was fo r  th e
sake o f concord and " fo r na t i t i l l  of ry c h t ."  The p re ss u re  seems to  have
come from  "my lo rd  of S u th erlan d  (John G ard en ), R obert C arn eg y  and
o th e r fre n d s  of my com peditouris co n ven it in  P e rth . S te w a rt was
b ro th e r  to  M atthew  S tew art, fo u rth  e a rl o f Lennox, and both o f them
51w ere  a c tiv e ly  in vo lved  w ith  th e  English a t th is  tim e. The e a rl o f A rra n  
was c le a r ly  t ry in g , w ith  the  su p p o rt o f H u n tly , to  oust th e  Lennox  
S tew arts  from  th e ir  vario u s  positions, in c lu d in g  those in  th e  c h u rch . In  
J u ly  1544, D avid Hamilton was g iven  crow n p resen ta tio n  to  th e
47 F a s ti. 365,353.
R eg .S u p p .2439 ,f.l62v -163 .
49 See above
50 M arv  o f L o rra in e  C orrespondence. 12-13, no.x.
51 M ary of L o rra in e  C orrespondence. 13n,72,81; Donaldson, Scotland: 
James V -  James V I I  (E d in b u rg h , 1965), 68 -70 , 72-75.
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p rovostsh ip , supposedly  vacan t b y  S te w a rt’s in h a b ility . Th is  was 
repeated  late  the  fo llow ing  y ea r, because o f "foris facturam  on M atth ew ,
CO
e a rl o f Lennox, th e  p a tro n . In  th e  s p rin g  of 1546, the  p re s s u re  on
S te w a rt was in te n s if ie d , w hen th e  council heard  th a t Hamilton was in
possession of th e  p ro vo stsh ip  "owing to the  d e p artu re  o f R o b ert
(S te w art) to E ng land , his rem aining th e re  in  time of w ar, b r in g in g  of
Englishm en to th e  h e rsch ip  and b y rr iy n g  o f A rrane, Bute and E rg ile "
54and being a t th e  h o rn  fo r  not f in d in g  s u re ty  to u n d e rly  th e  law.
S tew art subm itted to  th e  council on his re tu rn  in  m id-1546, a d m ittin g
th a t he had been in  E ngland u n la w fu lly , and subm itted h im self to  th e
governo r and th e  p r iv y  council, w h ich  decreed th a t the  g o vern o r should
have the appointm ent to  th e  p ro vo stsh ip  and Robert should o b ta in  "o f
5 5
samekle re n t be y e ir  as he had a t  his d e p artin g  out of Scotland. His 
petitio n  to the P r iv y  Council to  be allowed to re ta in  th e  f r u its  and  
emoluments p e rta in in g  to  the  benefice rece ived  a sharp answ er on 15 
Septem ber. The Council s tated  th a t  th e  governo r fe lt  th a t he had no 
obligation to R obert, since he had re fu sed  to stand a t his subm ission  
and obligation to  ab ide  by  an y  council ru lin g  a fte r  th e  council had  
decreed th a t he should leave all benefices held by him before  he w en t 
to  England. He would th e re fo re  o n ly  rece ive  an annual pension o f as 
much p ro fit  as he m ig h t "sp en d it b a ith  o f h is b ishopric and p ro v o s tr ie
r a
a t the  time of his d e p a rtin g  fu r th  o f th is  kingdom". Despite th is  
refused by the  council to  re in s ta te  him and fu r th e r  attem pts to  u n sea t
^  8 Ju ly  (RS S .iii.n o .863 ).
53 31 Oct. 1545 (R £ £ ,iii,n o .l3 7 3 ); 31 Oct.1545 (RSS.iii.no.1394).
54 9 A p ril (ADCE, 545-6).
55 16 Ju ly  1546 (ADCP. 553 -4 ).
56 EEC,i,41; LP H e n ry  V I I I . xxi, p a r t  2 ,no. 103.
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57him b y  D avid  Hamilton in  December 1547 and Ju ly  1554, S tew art
appeared  s t il l  as p ro vo st in  1547 and in  1564; he did in  fa c t re ta in  the
benefice th ro u g h  the  Reform ation u n til  1 5 7 0 .^  This lo n g -d ra w n  o u t
d ispute  illu s tra te s  th e  a b ility  o f a p o w erfu l p a tro n  to hold ou t ag ain st 
massive p re s s u re  from  the crown. A lthough th e  pow er o f th e  crow n was 
severe ly  c ircum scribed  d u rin g  A rra n ’s tim e as g o vern o r b y  r iv a lr ie s  a t  
the  c o u rt, th e  fa c t remains th a t S tew A rt managed to hold o ff  a t least in  
the lo n g -te rm , th e  challenge from  th e  Hamiltons exercised th ro u g h  ro y a l 
powers.
Laym en (and in  a few instances women) w ere  indeed responsib le
fo r  th e  fo u n d atio n  of the m a jo rity  o f these churches. T h ere  a re  a
num ber o f examples of the unchallenged use of pa tronage b y  the  h e irs
of th e  fo u n d ers . The collegiate c h u rch  of Bothans, fo r  example, was
founded jo in t ly  by S ir William Hay, s h e r if f  of Peebles, Thomas Boyd,
Eustace de Maxwell, and Dougal McDowell, co -lo rds  o f Y es te r and p atro n s
59in tu rn  o f th e  church . John Hay, Lo rd  Y ester, used his patronage to
secure th e  p ro vo stsh ip  fo r  his b ro th e r, Thomas Hay, in  1538. R obert
W alterstoun had held the benefice a t leas t since 1513; on 18 J an u ary
1538, he appo in ted  p ro cu rato rs  to re s ig n  in  fa v o u r of Thomas Hay, w hile
fif)re se rv in g  th e  fru its  to himself. T h ree  months la te r , he d id  cede the  
benefice in  th e  hands of the  pope, and Thomas Hay, a canon o f th e  
church  as w ell as b ro th e r to Lord  Y es ter, successfu lly  asked fo r  
provision. I t  is c lear th a t th is  was a move in ten d ed  to  secure th e  
succession ra th e r  th an  an actua l appo in tm ent, fo r  R obert was to re ta in
57 16 Dec. 1547 (RSS.iii.no.2561): ADOP.635.
58 24 M ar. 1547 (ADCP. 564); Fasti. 353.
59 Cowan and Easson, M edieval Relig ious Houses. Scotland . 215-6.
60 F asti. 343.
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th e  t i t le  o f p ro v o st and th e  ru le  o f the  church along w ith  th e  f r u its  o f  
th e  p ro vo stsh ip  and th e  r ig h t  o f regress  in  th e  e ve n t o f a vacan cy  
a lth o u g h , g iven  the  le n g th  o f W alterstoun ’s previous  te n u re , he may w ell 
have been a t  least o f m iddle age. In  January  o f th e  fo llow ing y e a r, he  
sought a  new p ro v is io n  to  th e  provostsh ip  and co rrec tio n  o f th e
CO
fru its . A lthoug h  W alterstoun appeared  again as u s u fru c tu a ry  in  1542, 
i t  seems lik e ly  th a t he d ied soon a fte rw ard s , fo r  th a t is  his la s t  
appearance and Hay was named as p rovost u n til his own death in  1547. 
He was h im self succeeded by  his nephew, also called Thomas Hay, who
CO
seems to have held i t  fo r  o v e r te n  years.
O ther -  i f  less c le a r -  ind ications of th e  use of pow ers o f 
p atronage b y  the  h e irs  o f fo u n d ers  a re  seen w ith  appointm ents to  th e  
headships o f th e  churches o f Seton and G uthrie . John Williamson, was 
appointed  sometime b efo re  1533 as provost o f Seton, bu t he fe lt  th e  
need to seek a new p ro v is io n  in  1536, he said th a t he had been  
appointed b y  the  p a tro n , L o rd  Seton. W hatever his lin ks  w ith  th e  
pa tro n , he was able to m ain tain  his hold on the o ffice  u n til a f te r  M arch
CZ.A
1548. James S tra th a u ch in  adopted  the  same approach fo llow ing his  
o rd in a ry  provis ion  as p ro v o s t o f G uthrie  a t the re q u es t o f th e  p a tro n ,  
A lexanderj Lord  G uthrie . In  May 1537, he asked fo r  a new p ro v is io n  from  
the pope because some doubted  th e  v a lid ity  of his possession, and  i t  
seems reasonable, since local records  provide  no evidence to  th e
^  28 A p ril 1538 (R e g .S u p p .23 0 5 ,f.l6 2 -16 3 v ); P rovis ion  to Hay
(Reg. Vat. 1520,f . l5 9 -1 6 0 v );  R eservation  to W alterstoun  
(R e g .L a t.l6 8 1 ,f.2 6 9 v -2 7 2 v ).
^  23 Jan. 1539 (R eg .S u p p .2317,f.97 -98 ). The le tte rs  from  Beaton, as
archb ishop, to those c o n stitu te d  to  in s titu te  Hay as p ro vo st is 
dated 16 Feb. 1539 (Y es te r W rits .no.541).
63 Easii, 344.
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6  Jan .1536 (R eg .S u p p .2203,f.185—185v); Cowan and E asson, M edieval
R eligious H ouses. S co tla n d . 226; F a sti, 373.
c o n tra ry , to  assume th a t he successfu lly  re ta in ed  possession o f the  
p ro vo stsh ip .
As has been seen in  th e  case o f Dum barton, patronage by  noble  
fam ilies  was not alw ays exercised unchallenged . T h a t was perhaps  a 
specia l case, touching on issues o f pow er a t a national leve l. The  
d isp u te  o ver the  p ro v o s try  o f Dunglass in  East Loth ian , how ever, had a 
more local cause, th e  m arita l h is to ry  o f Agnes S tew art, m istress o f James
IV , as w ell as w ife successively o f P a tr ic k  H epburn , earl of Bothwell,
fifiA lexander, Lord  Hume, R obert, Lo rd  M axwell, and C u th b e rt Ramsey. 
She obta ined some in te re s t in  th e  o ffice  th ro u g h  h e r m arriage to  Lord
nrj
Hume, descendant o f the  fo u n d er o f th e  c h u rch . His b ro th e r and  
successor, George, Lord  Hume, p resen ted  Abraham  C richton  to the  
p ro vo stsh ip  on the  death of George K er, th e  p rev io u s  provost, and  
C rich ton  th en  asked fo r  a new p ro v is io n  on 19 M arch 1536, s ta tin g  th a t
CO
some doubted the v a lid ity  of his in s titu tio n  b y  th e  o rd in a ry . A r iv a l
had a lread y  appeared in  the  form  o f John Chisholm, who had been
appoin ted  by  Lord Maxwell and his spouse, as p a tro n s , and was
69a p p a re n tly  in  possession by F e b ru a ry  o f th a t year. The p resen ta tion
had p ro b ab ly  been made in  re a lity  b y  Agnes S tew art. In  Jan u ary  1530,
Lord  Hume had asked th a t he should be allowed to g ive th e  lands and
place o f Dunglass to R obert, Lord  Maxwell in  th e  name of his w ife , and
70Lord  Maxwell to  promise to  m aintain  it . Agnes S te w a rt may have been
88 2 May 1537 (R eg .S upp .2242,f.40 -40v); Cowan and Easson, Medieval
Religious Housesi Scotland) 222.
66 Scots Peerage. iv ,456, v i,480 , i i , 156-7. 
fi7 Cowan and Easson, M edieval Relig ious Houses. Scotland. 219.
68 Reg. S upp. 2206,f. 169-170.
69 11 Feb. (ADCP. 450).
70 4 Jan. (ADCP, 319).
claim ing p a tro n ag e  because of th is  tra n s fe r  of land. On th e  same day as 
C richton  asked fo r  papal p rov is ion  in  M arch 1536, John C arn o u r (w h ich  
seems to  be an e r r o r  fo r  Chisholm) also sought a new p ro v is io n , c laim ing  
th a t he had been p resen ted  b y  Agnes S tew art w ith  h e r husband , R o b ert
Maxwell, e a r l o f N ithsdale, assenting . The o rd in a ry  had re fu s e d  to
71in s titu te  him and  he was now appealing  to  th e  apostolic see. Chisholm
72appeared in  possession in  th e  middle o f the  follow ing y ea r. C rich to n
was s till, how ever, lit ig a tin g  o ver the  p rovostsh ip , and a se ttlem en t was
fin a lly  reached betw een them in  A ugust 1537. In  the  p e titio n  a sk in g  fo r
papal confirm ation  o f th e  agreem ent, i t  was stated th a t Agnes S te w a rt
had the p a tro n ag e  of th e  p ro v o s try  fo r  life  (w hich s u p p o rts  th e
explanation fo r  h e r  a c t iv ity  g iven  above), th a t Chisholm had been g iven
o rd in a ry  co lla tion  and in s titu tio n , b u t th a t he now res ig n ed  in  fa v o u r  o f
Abraham C rich to n , th e  nominee of Lord Hume and Douglas, who had a
’’p retended  r ig h t  o f p resen ta tio n ". A pension of 120 m erks Scots was to
be assigned to  Chisholm from  th e  fru its  and, i f  th is  was n o t p a id , John
73was to obta in  re g res s  to the  benefice. Agnes S tew art gave h e r  assent
to th is  settlem ent. Despite the  statem ent in  the p e titio n  th a t  Chisholm
had rece ived  o rd in a ry  in s titu tio n , th is  is u n like ly . The e a r lie r  s ta tem ent
th a t the  o rd in a ry  had re fu sed  to in s titu te  him ( i f  the  id e n tific a tio n  is
correct) may be explained b y  th e  fa c t th a t C rich ton  had close
connections w ith  th e  Beaton fam ily , w o rk in g  successfu lly  fo r  b o th  James
74and his nephew, D avid , C rich ton  c le a rly  managed to  re ta in  possession
7  ^ 19 Mar. (R eg .S u p p .2206 ,f.l70 -171 ); he sought a new p ro v is io n  again
on 8 J u ly  1536 (R eg .S upp.2219,f.99v).
7  ^ 15 Ju ly  1537 (RMS.iii.no. 16951.
78 27 Aug. 1537 (R eg .S upp .2258,f.213-214v); Provision to  C ric h to n
(Reg.Vat. 1502,f . l0 v -1 4 v ) ;  R eservation  of pension to Chisholm  
(Reg.Vat. 1496,f . 280-282); R esignation, 27 Aug. (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /7 0 -7 1 ) .  
A nother account appears in  S t.A .Form .ii.50-55.
7 4  Sanderson , Cardinal o f S co tlan d . 98.
u n d is tu rb e d  th e re a fte r , as he appears  in  th is  o ffice  several times
betw een  1537 and his death  in  1565.
The p ro v o s try  o f th e  co lleg iate  ch u rch  of A b e rn e th y , founded by
th e  earls  o f Angus th ro u g h  m arriag e  to a d a u g h te r o f the lo rd  of 
7fiA b e rn e th y , p ro v id ed  a d ispute  o f a d if fe re n t k in d , lin ked  w ith  one of
th e  p reb en d s  in  the  ch u rch . The p ro vo stsh ip  had been held b y
Thomas Boyd from  1528, b u t o th e r contenders  w ere  becoming active. In
May 1542, John S p itta l asked fo r  p ro v is io n  to th e  benefice, claiming th a t
77i t  was v ac a n t by the simony of William Shaw. Shaw, how ever, him self
p e titio n ed  as provost on th e  same day fo r  d ispensation not to be
78re q u ire d  to  be promoted to  ho ly  o rd ers  fo r  seven years. A th ird
can d id ate , Francis  Bothwell, a lre a d y  p re b e n d a ry  o f Colsy and Balmanno,
asked to  be prov ided  to th e  p ro vo stsh ip  a few  w eeks la te r , g iv in g  the
79same cause of vacancy. In  1542, how ever, a simomacal transaction
re g a rd in g  th e  prebend w hich Bothwell he ld , b u t w hich affected  th e
d ispute  about the  p ro v o s try , was b ro u g h t to l ig h t  a t Rome. The details  
of th e  arrangem ent began to em erge in  a p e titio n  from Francis  
re g a rd in g  th e  p rebend , dated 19 June. He claimed th a t Shaw had
persuaded  him to res ig n  th e  p reb en d  to the  o rd in a ry  in  exchange fo r  
sums o f money. Bothwell c le a rly  now w ished to  escape the  consequences  
of th is  action: he sought abso lu tion  fo r  his action and from  the censures  
w hich he had thus  in c u rre d , ask in g  fo r  a  new provision  to th e
75 R eg .Supp.2266,f.l81; S t.A .R ent.. l8 4 :  F a s ti. 356.
7fi Cowan and Easson, M edieval Relig ious Houses. Scotland. 215.
77 25 May (R eg .S upp .2455,f.255v-256).
7® R eg.Supp.2455,f.259v-260.
7^ 20 June (R eg .S upp .2461,f.218-218v). Bothwell had obtained the
preb en d  around 1538, w hen he p etitio n ed  fo r  a new provision  to i t  
on 28 A p ril (R eg .S upp.2285,f .l7 7 -1 7 7 v ) .
80p re b en d . He was n o t alone in  seeking the  benefice fo r , on th e  same
day, R ichard  Haldane asked  fo r  provision to the  p reb en d , claim ing th a t
81F ran c is  had been d e p riv e d  because of his pact w ith  Shaw. When
F ran c is  Bothwell t r ie d  to  obta in  provision  to  the  p ro v o s try  again  la te r
th a t  y e a r , he gave fu r th e r  deta ils  of the  a rran g em en t, s ta tin g  th a t  he
had re ce ive d  c lo th , wool some money and a horse, th e  to ta l va lu e  be ing
£40 Scots, and a g ra n t o f th e  use of the fru its  o f th e  prebend . A gain ,
F ran c is  asked to  be absolved from  censures and stated th a t he w ould
82accuse Shaw in  c o u rt, w hen ask ing  to be p ro v id ed  to  the  p ro vo stsh ip .
Bothwell seems to  have been determ ined to re ta in  both th e  p ro vo stsh ip
and th e  p reb en d , b u t th e re  is no ind ication  th a t he succeeded in
tra n s fe rr in g  the  blame fo r  th e  simony to Shaw, as he c le a rly  in te n d e d  to
do, and his claims p ro v ed  unsuccessful in  both  cases. He fa ile d  to
become p ro vo st, w h ile  Shaw obtained th a t o ffice  in  1550, a f te r  Boyd  
83res igned . He also seems to have fa iled  to  re ta in  th e  p rebend : b y
841549, i t  was held b y  tw o members of the M onypenny fam ily .
The supplications and bulls  in the  Vatican  series p ro v id e  no 
evidence fo r  appointm ents to  the  provostsh ips in  th e  small num ber of 
b u rg h  collegiate ch u rch es  d u rin g  th is  period . Th is  may be due to  th e  
accident of w hen vacancies occurred: no appo in tm ent was made to
8^ R eg .S u pp .2461 ,f.20-20v .
84 19 June (R eg .S upp .2461,f.202-202v).
82 24 Sept. 1542 (R eg .S upp .2465,f.225v-226); 5 Dec (R eg .S u p p .2474,f.263-
264).
83 F a s ti. 342.
84 14 F e b .1549 (R eg .S u p p .2652 ,f.l93v ).
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St.G iles in  E d in b u rg h  a t th is  tim e, fo r  example. I t  may also re f le c t  th e
pow er o f th e  burgesses w ith  whom p atronage  lay. In  these ch u rch es ,
w h ils t th e re  was a tendency  to "em phasize the need to  s ta ff  such
churches w ith  p rie s ts  w ell q u a lified  to sing in  the cho ir" the  p a tro n s
did  not fo rg e t "to p ro v id e  fo r  th e  c le ric a l members of im p o rtan t burgess
fam ilies".8  ^ Th is  was perhaps p a r t ic u la r ly  tru e  of those p a tro n s 1 own
fam ilies. The co lleg iate  ch u rch  a t C ullen , fo r  example, in c lu d ed  am ongst
86its  founders  John D u ff o f M u ld a v it, a  b a illie  of Cullen. In  December
1545, George D u ff, a lre a d y  chap la in  to the provost, was g iven
presen ta tio n  to  th e  p ro v o s try  its e lf , w hile  the  fru its  rem ained meantime
w ith  William E lph inston e, th en  p ro v o s t and  v ic a r of R athven  on whose
87fru its  th e  p ro v o s try  was based. The reason fo r  th e  crow n
p resen ta tion  is not, as in  e a r lie r  cases, c lear. What is known is th a t he
re ta ined  the  o ffice  u n til 1575, p resu m ab ly  a t some stage a c q u ir in g  th e
88fru its  as well as th e  tit le .
The predom inance of lay  p a tro n ag e  o f the  collegiate churches  made 
i t  like ly , not on ly  th a t p a tro n s  would seek to appoint members o f the  
fam ily to the  headship  of houses a t th e ir  presentation , b u t also th a t  th e  
custom of passing these benefices betw een members of th e  same fam ily' 
by resignation  would be v e ry  common. T h ere  are  indeed examples of 
such tra n s fe rs  w ith in  fam ilies; w h a t is noticeable is th a t, d u rin g  th is  
period, th e  fam ilies o f holders experien ced  d ifficu lties  in c a rry in g  th e
8^ D.E.R.Watt, "Collegiate ch u rch es", 79. 
ftfi Cowan and Easson, M edieval Relig ious Houses. Scotland. 218.
87 8 Dec. 1545 (R S S ,iii,n o .l420 ).
88 Easti, 351.
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process th ro u g h  successfu lly . The a ttem p t to  tra n s fe r  the d e an ery  of
R e s ta lrig  from  John S in c la ir , dean from  1542, to James L a u d e r, his
nephew , fo r  example, p ro v id es  a mild example of th is , ru n n in g  in to
tro u b le  a fte r  a smooth s ta r t. S in c la ir rece ived  a crown licence to  re s ig n
in  fa v o u r o f Lauder on 5 A p r il 1547, w hile  re s e rv in g  the fru its , honours
a n d  d ig n ities  along w ith  th e  r ig h t  o f reg ress , and g iv in g  L au d er th e
r ig h t  to  purchase th e  o ffice  a t  Rome, and a le t te r  was sent to th e  pope
on th e  same day, s ta tin g  th a t John would lose lit t le  b y  th e
89res ig n atio n . T h a t th is  was indeed th e  case was ind icated  b y  the
contents  of the  p e titio n  tw o months la te r , successfully asking  fo r  James
to  be p rov ided  to  th e  d e an e ry  on S in c la ir ’s resignation: the  re se rv a tio n s
in c lu d ed  not on ly  th e  f ru its ,  ju r is d ic tio n  and a u th o rity  and the
ad m in is tra tio n  of th e  c h u rc h , b u t also e v e ry th in g  belonging to  th e
d ean ery , p rebends, ch u rch es  and chapels, lands, houses, f is h in g ,
p a s tu rin g  and the r ig h t  to  set in  feu  th e  church  lands u n til his nephew
90reached his n in e teen th  y ea r. I t  may be ind ica tive  of some tension
betw een uncle and nephew  th a t i t  was o v er a year, in  A u g u st 1547,
91b efore  th ey  obliged fo r  th e  a p p ro p ria te  annates. W ithin a few  days,
th e y  w ere said to be lit ig a t in g  a t Rome o ver the benefice, L au d er being
described in  a note a ttach ed  to the  papal process as S in c la ir ’s fu tu re  
92successor. The cause o f th e  d isp u te  is u n fo rtu n a te ly  not s tated: i t  is  
possible th a t some problem  had a ris e n  o ver the  financ ia l deta ils  o f th e  
tra n s fe r . Lauder cannot have expected to succeed ra p id ly  to th e  fu l l  
enjoym ent of his new o ffice . He was in  his f ifte e n th  year a t th e  time
89 RSS.iii.no. 2237.2238.
99 27 June 1547 (R e g .S u p p .26 1 8 ,f.l4 6 -14 6 v ); P rovision to Lau d er
(Reg.Vat. 1678,f .4 7 -4 8 v ); R eservations to  S inc la ir (Reg.Lat. 1786,f .3 6 8 -  
371).
91
3 Aug., Lauder (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /2 4 3 ); S in c la ir (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /2 4 2 -2 4 3 ).
92 6 Aug.(HM£»55, Re.PQrts._on M an u scrip ts  in  various collections. 68 )
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an d , since S incla ir rem ained in  p ra c tic a l possession u n til his death  in  
1566, he must have been o f no more than  middle age a t th e  tim e th e  
a rran g e m e n t was made. H ow ever, th e  succession was assured , and  
L a u d e r became dean and re ta in e d  th e  o ffice  t i l l  his own demission in  
1573.93
An attem pt by  th e  B othw ell fam ily  to  re ta in  the p ro v o s try  o f
S t.M a ry  of the  Fields in  E d in b u rg h  was less successful. At the end o f
th e  day, the  fam ily was o n ly  able to salvage a pension from its  scheme
to  ensure  the  succession o f F rancis  Bothwell to his uncle, R ichard
Bothw ell, who had held th e  o ffice  since 1523. R ichard Bothwell res ig n ed
th e  p rovostsh ip  and th e  p e rp e tu a l v icarage  of L iv ingstone w hich was
u n ited  to i t  in  the  hands o f th e  pope in  March 1536, and to g e th e r th e y
asked th a t Francis should be p ro v id ed , w hile R ichard should re ta in  a ll
th e  f ru its ,  te inds and o th e r emoluments and the r ig h t  of reg ress  in  th e
94e v e n t o f any vacancy. The f i r s t  ind ication  of d iffic u lties  may be 
rep resen ted  by F ra n c is ’s re q u e s t fo r  a new provis ion  in  e a rly  M ay,
when he said th a t the v a lid ity  o f his possession had been questioned b y
95some. I t  seems lik e ly , how ever, th a t th is  tra n s fe r  between uncle and  
nephew would have been accom plished had Francis  not become in v o lv e d
in  a simoniacal tran sac tio n  o v e r the  p rebend  of Colsy and Balmanno in
961542. As a re s u lt o f th is , R ichard  Bothwell asked fo r  a new p ro v is io n
on 19 June, claiming th a t  he had obtained reg ress  when Francis  was
97d ep rived  as a re s u lt o f his simony. His possession was indeed in s ec u re
93 F a s ti. 370.
9^ 19 M arch (R eg.Supp.2208,f . 105-106); Provision of Francis
(R e g .L a t.l64 2 ,f.3 4 3v -3 4 7v ); R eservation  of fru its  and reg ress  to  
Richard (Reg.Lat. 1642,f . 341-343).
93 5 May (R eg.Supp.2225,f.2 3 5 -2 3 5 v ).
93 See above, p.347.
9  ^ R eg .S u p p .2461 ,f.l9v -20 .
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fo r ,  on th e  same day, Robert C airncross, who had been ab b o t of 
H olyrood, b ishop o f Ross, also asked th e  pope fo r  p ro v is io n , s ta tin g  th a t  
a n y  p ro v is io n  to  R ichard  or Francis  was n u ll and void  as a re s u lt  of
QO
th e ir  in h a b ility . Th is  was unsuccessfu l, and R ichard Bothwell re ta in e d
possession fo r  a fu r th e r  year u n til June 1543, when he res ig n ed
possession in  fa v o u r o f John S p itta l, who p etitioned  fo r  papal 
99p ro v is io n . Less th a n  two months la te r , how ever, S p itta l him self
res ig n ed  th e  p ro vo stsh ip  back to the  pope in  fa v o u r o f R ich ard , and
John, R ichard  and Francis  to g e th er asked successfu lly  fo r  R ichard  to  be
g iven  papal p ro v is io n , w ith  an annual pension of 40 m erks Scots to  be
g ra n te d  to F ran c is  d u rin g  his life tim e, to g e th e r w ith  th e  r ig h t  o f
re g re s s  fo r  S p itta l in  th e  even t of the  o ffice  fa llin g  v ac a n t.^99 R ichard
appears  to  have made no e ffo r t  to  save F ra n c is ’s r ig h t  o f succession
a fte r  th e  tim e o f his d ep riva tio n , and to have concentrated  on re ta in in g
the  p ro v o s try  in  his own hands. S p itta l, fo r  his p a rt, could a ffo rd  to
w ait. R ichard  Bothwell was an e ld e r ly  man by th is  tim e,^3  ^ and
succession to  th e  p ro v o s try  was reasonab ly  secure. He e v e n tu a lly
1 fl?obtained th e  benefice  a fte r  R ich ard ’s death  in  1549.
The fa ilu re  o f ano ther a ttem pt to tra n s fe r  a headship , in  th is  case 
the  d ean ery  o f D u nbar, from one member o f the  Hay fam ily  to  a n o th er  
was due to  a much sim pler fa c to r, th e  death  o f th e  in ten d ed  successor.
93 19 June (R eg .S upp.2461,f.201-202).
99 19 June 1543 (R eg .S u p p .2489 ,f.l71v -172 ); Resignation 30 June (PRO
3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 5 3 -1 5 5 ); St.A .Form ..ii.3 2 2 -3 2 3 i.
24 Aug. 1543 (R eg .S u p p .2495 ,f.l40 -140v); R ig h t o f re g re e  to  S p itta l 
(R eg.Lat. 1745,f.4 9 -5 0 ); th is  re trocess ion  explains R ichard  B othw ell’s 
re -a p p ea ra n ce  as p rovost in  1544 ( F a s ti.3571.
■^9  ^ Bothwell had a lre a d y  been dispensed from  having  to a tte n d  th e
c o u rt of session because of his age and health  on 11 M arch 1540 
(ADCP, 485 -6 ); M idlothian C h rs ..xx x v -xx x v i.
1 0 2  F a sti. 357.
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T h e  patronage of th e  ch u rch  lay  w ith  M a rg a re t Tudor and h e r th ird
h u sb an d , H enry  S te w a rt, Lord M ethven, she h av in g  possession of the
103re tu rn s  o f the  earldom  o f M arch d u rin g  h e r  life tim e. The d e an ery  was
h e ld  b y  Thomas Hay from  1524 onw ards b u t, in  1529, he had obta ined
perm ission  from  th e  p a tro n s  to res ig n  in  fa v o u r  o f his n a tu ra l b ro th e r ,
G eorge, w ith  ro y a l agreem ent being fo rthcom ing  th e  fo llow ing y e a r . * ^
T he  res ig n atio n  was d u ly  made in  1531, w ith  reservatio n  o f th e  t it le ,
name, a ll ju r is d ic tio n , a voice in  the  c h a p te r, a ll fru its  and r ig h ts  to
105Thomas fo r  his life tim e, along w ith  th e  r ig h t  of regress. The
com prehensive re s e rv a tio n  makes i t  c le a r th a t  Thomas was s till
e ffe c tiv e ly  dean and th a t the  purpose o f th e  arran g em en t was solely to
en su re  the  fam ily ’s hold on the  o ffice . H ow ever, the  patrons  w ere  not
go ing  to y ie ld  th e ir  own freedom  of action  so re ad ily . On 19 O ctober
1534, M arg are t S tew art and Lord M ethven re vo k e d  th e ir  consent, fo r  the
1 h ru n u su al reason of G eorge’s in g ra titu d e . The precise cause o f th e ir
ta k in g  th is  action is no t c lear. The revo catio n  does not appear, how ever,
to  have been successful. Steps had a lre a d y  been taken  a t  Rome to
s tre n g th e n  the possession by  th e  Hay fam ily . E arly  in  Novem ber,
confirm ation  of Clement V I I ’s prov ision  o f th e  d ean ery  to George and  the
107re se rv a tio n  to Thomas was g ran ted  by th e  pope. Three  years  la te r ,
George asked fo r  p ro ro g atio n  of th e  p ro v is io n  fo r  six months in  o rd e r  to  
p u b lish  the  le tte rs  w h ich , because of th e  d is tance invo lved , could n o t be
103 B M £,i.no.l032.
F asti. 354.
105 21 Jan. 1531 (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /6 6 -6 7 , c f.5 3 -5 5 ).
106 PRO 31 /9 -3 2 /3 0 1 .
3 Nov.1534 (R e g .V a t.l4 9 6 ,f.9 0 -92 ); R eservation  to  Thomas 
(Reg. Vat. 1552,f.2 3 5 v -2 3 6 v ).
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108p u b lish ed  in  time. A lthough George did ap p ear as dean in  1540, his 
b ro th e r  seems to have o u tlived  him, being named as dean in  December 
1552 and  s till holding the  o ffice  a t his death w hen he was succeeded b y  
Thomas Row.^99 The fa ilu re  o f th e  patrons to  en fo rce  th e ir  w ill ag a in s t 
th a t  o f Thomas Hay should also be noted.
P rem ature  res ig n atio n  w ith  re se rv a tio n  o f th e  essentia l powers and  
f r u its  o f th e  o ffice  may have been used as a means o f p re se rv in g  fam ily  
in te re s ts , b u t i t  also p ro v id ed  a measure by  w h ich  ho lders of collegiate  
churches  m ight p ro tec t o th e r in te re s ts  in  old age. An arrangem ent was 
made, fo r  example, by  C h ris to p h er Boyd and A rc h ib a ld  C raw ford  in  1537 
to  secure A rch ib a ld ’s succession to  th e  p ro v o s try  o f th e  church  of 
S t.M a ry  th e  V irg in  in  Glasgow. Boyd had he ld  th e  o ffice  since 1532, 
h av in g  p re v io u s ly  been v ic a r  of D a iry , th e  benefice  w hich p ro v id ed  th e  
reven u es  fo r  th e  p rovostsh ip  and w hich was in co rp o ra ted  in  the  c h u rch  
a t its  foundation  in  1525."^ 9 In  1537, how ever, Boyd resigned th e  
benefice to  the  pope, and A rch ib a ld  C raw fo rd , th e n  p e rp e tu a l v ic a r  of 
Dundonald, petitioned  fo r  p ro v is io n  to the  p ro v o s try , s ta tin g  th a t th e  
p resen ta tio n  of a suitab le  person  lay  w ith  th e  ab b o t and convent o f 
K ilw inn ing , w ith  the  rese rv a tio n  to C h ris to p h er o f a ll the  fru its , te in d s  
and emoluments of the  o ffice  and th e  v ica rag e  of D a iry , along w ith  th e  
r ig h t  o f reg ress , requests  w hich  w ere g ran ted . This p rov ides an  
in te re s tin g  s id e lig h t on th e  issue of patronage in  these benefices. James 
Houston, subdean of Glasgow, fo u n d er o f th e  co lleg iate  church  and
13 A p ril (R eg .S u p p .2262 ,f.l52v ).
109 F a s ti. 355.
110 F a s ti. 360; Glas.S.Marie L ib e r .6.10-12.
2 J u ly  1537 (R eg.Supp.2260,f.298 -299); P rovis ion  of C raw ford  
(R eg .L a t.l674 ,f.280-283 ); R eservation  to Boyd (R eg.Lat. 1674,f.3 5 9 -  
361v).
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112p a tro n  of th e  p ro v o s tsh ip , was s till a live . On th is  occasion, assum ing  
th e  s tatem ent in  th e  p e titio n  to be accurate , he appears to  have allowed  
th e  p rev io u s  p a tro n s  of th e  ch u rch  of D a iry  to have had some say in  
th is  a rran g em en t. The m oving s p irits  behind the  res ignation , how ever, 
w ere p ro b a b ly  Boyd and C raw fo rd , and the  aim of the exercise seems to  
have been ach ieved . C raw fo rd  occurs again as p rovost in  1543 and  held  
th e  o ffice  a t least u n t i l  1 5 6 6 .^ ^
I I
The id e n tific a tio n  o f th e  r ig h ts  of patronage in  th e  p reb en d s  of 
collegiate churches  p resen ts  some e x tra  complications. A lth o u g h  th e  
o rig in a l p reb en d s  rem ained a t th e  p resentation  of the o r ig in a l fo u n d ers  
o r th e ir  successors, in  severa l cases new prebends w ere s u b seq u en tly  
added to such ch u rch es , and i t  is not always s tra ig h tfo rw a rd  to  id e n tify  
patrons fo r  these benefices.
The crow n, how ever, rem ained a m ajor patron  th ro u g h  both  th e  
Chapel Royal and o th e r churches w hich, fo r  a v a r ie ty  of reasons w ere  in  
royal patronage. Some of th e  presenta tions  to these p rebend s w ere  v e ry  
s tra ig h tfo rw a rd . John Maxwell, fo r  example, was presented  to th e  p reb en d  
of Bute prim o, one of six p rebend s endowed by James IV  in  the  
collegiate c h u rch  o f R esta lrig ,"^^  on 4 A ugust 1549, fo llow ing th e  death  
of John Raa, th e  p re v io u s  p re b e n d a ry . This was followed b y  a second  
presenta tion  to  re ta in  th e  p reb en d  along w ith  the post o f s ac ris tan  f iv e  
days la te r.
112 Glas.S.Ma rie  L ib e r . .6.
113 Fasti. 360.
114 Cowan, Parishes! 174; Cowan and Easson, M edieval Religious Houses. 
Scotland. 224-5.
115 RSS.iv. no.376,380.
The ch u rch  o f L inc luden  provides a s tr in g  of examples o f ro ya l
p resen ta tio n s  to its  p reb en d s. They inc lude  th e  presentation  o f David
C h ris tiso n  in  Novem ber 1536 to a p reb en d , vacan t follow ing th e  death  of
John Kennedy; th e  p resen ta tio n  of John Rig in  Jan u ary  1540 to a
p re b e n d  p rev io u s ly  held b y  H enry  M orser; John Boys’s p resen ta tio n  in
Novem ber 1541 to the  p rebend  void by  th e  resignation  of R obert
M aitland; and David G ibson’s presen ta tion  in  F e b ru a ry  1546 to a p reb en d
p re v io u s ly  held b y  A rch ib a ld  Hamilton, son of John Hamilton of
116Stonehouse, who had res ig n ed  the benefice.
In  one instance a t least, such p resen ta tio n s  ind icate  re la t iv e ly
sh o rt ten u res  by  a succession of holders o f th e  benefice. This was th e
case w ith  Bute Q uarto , a n o th er of the p reb en d s  o f R estalrig  su p p o rted
b y  th e  church  of Rothesay. G ilb ert T u rn b u ll was p resented  to th is
117p reb en d  on 1 Septem ber 1545 on the death  of John Burgane. He held
i t  fo r  only two years  b efore  he died, w hereupon W alter H a lib u rto n  was
118g iven  crown p resen ta tio n  to the benefice in  Septem ber 1547. He
dem itted the p reb en d  two years la te r , and A rchibald  Ellem was
presen ted  to the benefice  on 20 November 1549, holding i t  th ro u g h  th e
119Reform ation u n til some time before 1568.
The m otivation fo r  th e  appointm ent of these in d iv id u a ls  is not 
know n, and th e y  may sim ply re p res e n t ro y a l confirm ation of in d iv id u a ls  
chosen by the  heads o f th e  houses or o th ers  w ith  in fluence  on such  
appointm ents. I t  is possible to suggest a more d ire c t in te re s t on th e  
p a r t  o f the  crown to one appointm ent, th a t to th e  p reb en d  of
116 23 Nov. 1536 (R ££ ,ii,no .2193); 16 Jan.1540 (R ££,ii,no .3292); 18 Nov.1541
(R S£,ii,no.4298); 6 Feb.1546 (R £ £ ,iii,n o .l5 7 4 ).
117 R £ £ ,iii,n o .l3 1 1 .
118 30 Sept. (R SS.iii.no.2464).
119 £S ii,iv ,no .500; Haws, Scottish Parish C le rg y . 210.
Lam bieletham , a p re b en d  in  S t.M ary  on th e  Rock, in  1544. In  O ctober o f
th a t  y e a r , Adam Foulis , son of James Foulis o f Colinton, was g iven
120p re se n ta tio n  to  th e  p reb en d  b y  the crown. I t  had p re v io u s ly  been
held  b y  a n o th er member o f the  fam ily, James Foulis , who may have been
his b ro th e r. Adam’s fa th e r , Foulis o f Colinton, had been C le rk  R e g is te r
121b efore  his own death  sometime before F e b ru a ry  1550. The specific
m ention of Adam’s re la tio n  w ith  his fa th e r , may ind ica te  th a t  his
p resen ta tio n  owed som ething to his re la tio n  to a ro y a l servan t.
A ll these appointm ents were made w ith o u t re fe ren ce  to Rome. I t
may be th a t th e y  fe ll vacan t in  months w hich  w ere re se rv ed  fo r  th e
p a tro n  ra th e r  th an  th e  pope. However, on a t  least two occasions the
holders res ig n ed  ra th e r  th an  died, and th e  scale of these appointm ents
also suggests  th a t  th e re  was a tendency  fo r  them to be made w ith o u t
an y  a ttem p t to  secure  provision  a t Rome. Th is  contrasts  w ith  th e
hand ling  of appointm ents to the headships of these houses, w h ere
re fe re n c e  to Rome was s till p robab ly  th e  norm al p ro ced u re . The
tre a tm en t o f p reb en d s  in  th is  way was not u n iv e rs a l, how ever. When
John D ennistoun was p u t fo rw ard  in  1531 fo r  th e  prebend  of D y s a rt, a
p reb en d  o f S t.M ary  on th e  Rock, the  appo in tm ent was p u t to th e  pope.
Dennistoun p ro v id es  an example a t th is  lev e l of a fe a tu re  a lre a d y
discussed in  re la tio n  to  th e  headships o f these houses: he was a  ro y a l
s e rvan t, su b seq u en tly  s e rv in g  as one of th e  collectors o f taxes g ra n te d
fo r  th e  defence of th e  b o rd ers  in  1540, an a u d ito r  o f the  E xchequer in
1221543, and keep er o f th e  s ig net in  1547. James V w ro te  to  th e  pope  
on 28 M arch 1531 ask in g  th a t Dennistoun be appo in ted  i f  th e  pope  
would, a t th e  same tim e, promote William C olv ille , th e  parson o f D y s a rt,
13 Oct. (RSS.iii.no .918). 
^2  ^ Inchcolm  C h rs . 131-2.
122 AD£R,568,561; E R ,xv iii,33 .
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123to  the abbacy of Culross. The re fe re n c e  to Rome may in  th is  case
have been caused b y  the lin k  w ith  th e  abbacy. W hatever th e  cause, the
re q u e s t was c le a r ly  successful since, in  A p ril 1535, John him self asked
to  be dispensed fo r  a fu r th e r  two years  not to take  p r ie s t ’s o rd ers ,
having  a lre a d y  obtained a d ispensation  from Clement V I I  fo r  two 
124years. Nine years  la te r , he was s till  in possession, ho ld ing  the
125p reb en d  along w ith  the  a rch d eaco n ry  o f Dunblane. He re ta in e d  the
p reb en d  u n til his death in  1547, w hen his n a tu ra l b ro th e r, R obert, was
1 ? fig iven  crow n p resen ta tio n  to th e  benefice.
As w ith  th e  headships, th e  crow n also exercised p atronage  to a 
num ber o f p reb en d s  as a re s u lt o f th e  fo r fe itu re  of c e rta in  nobles. The 
p rebend  o f Duns, fo r  example, in  th e  collegiate church of D unbar, which  
came to the  crow n follow ing th e  fo r fe itu re  o f the earl o f M arch in  1435, 
was one such. A rch ibald  Hume was p resented  by th e  crown to th is  
benefice in  Novem ber 1544 a fte r  th e  death of James Som erville , and he 
re ta ined  i t  a t least u n til 1572.^27
This ro y a l r ig h t  of p re se n ta tio n  to the  prebends of D unbar also 
enabled the  crow n to exercise th e  p a tro n ag e  to the a rc h p rie s ts h ip  o f the  
collegiate ch u rch . This benefice seems to have been held along w ith  the  
provostsh ip  of Bothans fo r a num ber of years. R obert W atterston, 
provost o f Bothans, was g ran ted  crow n presentation  to th e  office  in  May
123 James V L e tte rs, 190.
1 2 4 7 A p ril (R eg.S upp.2167,f.252). Th is  suggests th a t a supp lica tion  and 
possib ly  a b u ll re la tin g  to  his p ro v is io n  may be fo u n d  am ongst the  
series re la tin g  to Clement V II .
125 29 May 1544 (R eg .S u p p .2513,f.221v-222).
^23 18 Sept. 1547 (!£££,iii,no . 2436). He held i t  successfully th ro u g h  th e  
Reform ation (Haws, S cottish  P arish  C le rg y . 76).
127 15 Nov. (R&&,iii,no.972); Haws, S co ttish  Parish C lergy . 74).
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1281542 on its  vacancy  by  th e  death o f John Leirm onth . W atterston  had
been p ro v o s t o f Bothans since 1513, and he held th e  a rc h p rie s ts h ip  fo r
a  v e ry  s h o rt tim e before passing i t  to his successor a t  Bothans, Thomas
Hay. He res ig n e d  th e  prebend to th e  pope in  J a n u a ry  1543 in  fa v o u r of
Hay, who successfu lly  sought p ro v is io n  to  i t  w ith  th e  re s e rv a tio n  of a
pension o f 100 m erks Scots on the  f ru its  to  Thomas C ongiltoun, saying
129th a t he had ro y a l assent. L a te r th a t month, Hay also rece ived  ro ya l
p re se n ta tio n  to th e  prebend a t papal d irec tio n  fo llow ing W atters ton ’s
130res ig n a tio n  in  hands of the  pope. The appo in tm ent, as is th e  case 
w ith  th e  d e an ery  w hich was also held by th e  Hays continuously  from  
1524 to  1553, may be a ttr ib u te d  to th e  Hay o f Y es te r fa m ily ’s serv ice  in  
the  governm ent. I t  may also be th e  case th a t in flu en ce  was exerted  by  
Thomas H ay, th e  dean of the  c h u rch , to secure th e  appointm ent o f a 
member o f his fam ily  to th is  p reb en d . Hay re ta in e d  possession of the  
a rc h p rie s ts h ip  t i l l  his death in  1547, when he was succeeded in  both  the  
a rc h p rie s ts h ip  and the  p ro v o s try  o f Bothans b y  his nephew , also Thomas 
Hay . 131
A ro y a l p resen ta tio n  to the  p reb en d  of B o rth w ick  in  1547 was said  
to be because of the  vacancy in  th e  see of S t.A ndrew s. How ever, since  
th is  was in  la y  patronage, the  exercise o f a u th o r ity  sede vacante  would  
not be a p p ro p ria te . The rea l cause may well have been th a t th e  crow n  
was exerc is ing  the  powers of patronage of P a tr ic k  H ep b u rn , e a r l of
128 29 May (RSS.ii.no.4666).
■^28 14 Jan.1543 (R eg .S upp.2478,f.30v-31); R eservation  o f pension to
C ongiltoun (R e g .L a t.l7 4 3 ,f .l9 0 v -1 9 4 v ). Bull fo r  Thomas Hay to  
re ta in  th e  a rch p ries tsh ip  w ith  an annual pension o f £20 s te r lin g  to  
W atters ton , 10 F e b ru a ry  1543 (Y es ter W rits .no.6Q5). Hay ob liged  
him self fo r  annates o f p ro v is io n  on 26 May 1544 (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 6 3 );  
Annates o f th e  pension (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 6 6 ).
130 30 Jan.1543 (R SS,iii,no.66).
24 Sept.1547 (RSS.iii.no.2449).
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Bothwell, whose fam ily  had obta ined  patronage r ig h ts  in  th e  collegiate
ch u rch  of C rich to n  fo llow ing the  fo r fe itu re  of Lord C rich ton  in  1484, and
who was h im self in  custody a t th is  time. W hatever the precise  reason,
John Leirm onth  was p resen ted  by  th e  crown to the  p reb en d  on 6 A ugust
1321547, fo llow ing th e  res ig n a tio n  of John Lauder, the  p rev io u s  holder.
All these p resen ta tio n s  w ere made w ithout challenges of an y  k ind ,
so fa r  as is know n. Th is  was not, how ever, always the  case. There  is
some evidence of d isputes ta k in g  place o ver the  appointm ents to  certa in
prebends. When th e  p rebend  of A y r  T ertio  in the  Chapel Royal, fo r
example, was vacated  b y  the res ig n atio n  of George C lap p erto u n , the
k in g ’s alm oner, R obert Dennistoun was presented  to the  benefice  by the
133crown on 23 June 1535. According to the p r iv y  seal re g is te r , he was
succeeded by  William Morton a t some unknown date, who in  tu rn
res igned  in  1542, when James M ont was given crown p resen ta tio n  in
134M arch of th a t yea r. A lthough A lexander Buchan is described as
rece iv in g  crow n p resen ta tio n  when Mont resigned n ineteen  months la te r, 
the o rig in a l p resen tee , Dennistoun, was s till in  possession a t the  
Reform ation. The p ic tu re  suggested by th is  sequence of p resentations  
is in fac t s tr ik in g ly  s im ilar to th a t seen w ith  supplications to th e  curia , 
w ith  a num ber of candidates seeking , and indeed re c e iv in g , a t least a 
nominal t it le  to a benefice. I t  seems lik e ly  th a t the  same p a tte rn  was 
being repeated  w ith  those benefices w hich, fo r w h a tev e r reason, were  
not being ta k en  to  Rome fo r  prov is ion .
The same p ic tu re , in  a much sim pler form , is p resen ted  b y  the  
sequence o f reco rd s  re la tin g  to  th e  appointm ent of p re b en d arie s  of the
1 32 R ££,iii,no .2366; M ary  of L o rra in e  Correspondence. 190.
133 RSS,ii, no. 1704.
134 6 M arch (R SS,ii,no.4519).
■^33 4 Nov.1543 (RS S .iii.no . 513): Haws, S cottish  Parish  C lerg y . 59.
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c h u rch  o f S outhw ick in  the  Chapel Royal, w hich s u p p o rted  th e
ch an ce llo ry  o f the  Chapel. M ichael D isart, who had held th e  p reb en d
since some date a f te r  1531, was said to have died when James Ham ilton
1was p resen ted  to  th e  p reb en d  on 28 O ctober 1544. T h is  was
presum ab ly  an appo in tm ent made by th e  Hamilton fac tio n  a t co u rt.
Despite an y  s tre n g th  g iven  b y  th is , the p resen ta tio n  seems to  have  been
in e ffe c tiv e , because D is a rt appears  again as C hancellor in  th e  C hapel a t
137vario u s  dates betw een 1551 and 1558.
T h e re  w ere also severa l contenders fo r  the  sacris tan sh ip  o f th e
collegiate ch u rch  o f Ta in  a fte r  James Wichand was forced  to g ive  up  th e
office  in  1539, h av in g  m urdered  John Bruce. In  June 1539, both
138Florim und Hume and George O gilvy  were p resen ted  to the  benefice .
One o f them  may have en jo yed  th e  revenues fo r  a time b u t, tw o years
la te r , n e ith e r  was m entioned w hen, on successive days in  O ctober 1541,
Hugo G u th re  "a s e rv a n t of the  k in g ” and A lexander U d d e rt  w ere
presented  to the p re b en d , th e  cause of th e  voidance being s ta ted  as th e  
139death of Wichand. U d d e rt seems to have had g re a te r  success th a n  his  
com petitor fo r , when S tephen  K incaid was p resen ted  by  th e  crow n to the  
office on 12 F e b ru a ry  1544, i t  was said to be vacan t e ith e r b y  W ichand’s 
death (he was said to  have committed su ic ide), o r by  U d d e rt’s in c ap a c ity  
or d e p riv a tio n .449 The f in a l outcome of th is  is u n c e rta in , b u t  th e  
p a tte rn  suggested is  th a t  o f a  num ber o f litig a n ts  seeking  to  obta in  
some k in d  of r ig h t  in  th e  benefice from  the  crown. I t  should  be
439 F a s ti. 338; RSS.iii.no.933.
137 E a s li, 338.
138 5 June (E ££ ,ii,n o .3041 ); 29 June (E ££,ii,n o .3064).
139 4 Oct.(£££,ii,no.4258); 5 Oct. (RSS.ii.no.4259).
449 RSS.iii.no.623: th e  p resen ta tio n  was repeated  on 31 J u ly  1546 
(ESS, ih.no. 1772).
m entioned th a t  th e  p atronage  o f th e  sacris t’s post lay  w ith  the  p rovost: 
i t  may have been th a t u n c e rta in ty  over who held th e  headship  o f th e  
church  w h ich  had led  th e  lit ig a n ts  to take th e ir  case to th e  crow n. In  
a ll the  p resen ta tio n s , th e  crow n is simply said to have th e  r ig h t  o f 
patronage.
When A ndrew  B ern ard , p re b e n d a ry  of Bute Sexto in  th e  ch u rch  o f
R esta lrig , died in  1545, th re e  d if fe re n t  contenders w ere  p resen ted  w ith in
a few m onths. John B axter was g iven  crown p resen ta tio n  on 15 A u g u st,
H enry  Acheson two months la te r  on 4 October, and William B arbour e a r ly
the fo llow ing  yea r on 15 F e b ru a ry  1546.444 In  th is  case, i t  was William
142B arbour who p re v a ile d , and he re ta in ed  possession u n til  1580.
A more complex d ispu te  o ccu rred  over an o th er o f the  p reb en d s  of
R estalrig  su p p o rted  b y  th e  reven u es  of Rothesay, Bute T e rtio , w h ich  had
1/10
been held  b y  Hugo Congiltoun since August 1532. In  1544 and 1546, i t
was said to  be vacan t by  th e  death  of Lancelot Cok, and David Ham ilton
and Donald B annatyne w ere  both  given p resen ta tio n , th e  fo rm er in
A ugust 1544 and th e  la t te r  in  F e b ru a ry  1546.444 Ham ilton, who may
have been a chapla in  a t Holyrood Palace and was possib ly  p u t fo rw a rd
145by the  Hamilton in te re s t a t co u rt, does not ap p ear again . The  
Bannatyne fam ily  w ere re p res e n te d  a few  years  la te r  b y  John  
Bannatyne. C ongiltoun how ever, also appeared again  in  Jan u a ry  1547, 
when he was said to  have vacated  the  benefice b y  his absence fo r  more  
than  one y e a r, and th is  was th e  reason fo r voidance w hen P a tr ic k  Foulis
444 RSS.iii.no . 1280: ib id .iii.no . 1362: ib id .iii.no. 1558.
442 Haws, Scottish  P arish  C le rg y . 210.
443 O PS.ii.i.222.
444 24 Aug. 1544 (R££,iii,no.893); l Feb.1546 (ESS,iii,no. 1515).
145 TA.xviii. passim .
1 Afiobtained ro y a l p resen ta tion . Foulis received a second p resen ta tio n
from  th e  crown in  Ju ly  1549 when the  prebend was said to be vacant by  
the  res ig n a tio n  of John B annatyne. ^ 47 He was said to be dead when  
Lancelot Gibson was p re se n te d  on 15 A ugust, and again the  follow ing  
day, when John B annatyne appears as an o th er presentee by the
1 AQ
crown. Despite the a p p a re n t persistence of th e  Bannatyne fam ily, i t
was Gibson who was in possession a t the Reform ation, n o tw ithstand ing  a
149fu r th e r  resignation  in 1551.
A lin k  between th e  r ig h ts  o f the crown in  term s of patronage
and those of lay  patrons is p ro v id ed  by the  le n g th y  d ispute between
George D u ry  and John L e ith  o v e r th e  prebend of S tra th b ro c k , a lthough
it  is perhaps a typ ica l o f both  these rig h ts . The church  was in lay
patronage, a t various times a t the  sole patronage  of the  lord  of 
150In v e ru g ie  and a t the  a lte rn a te  patronage of In v e ru g ie  and the lo rd  
of B erandaile . The fu lle s t account appears in  ro y a l correspondence, b u t  
th is  is supplem ented b y  reco rd s  of the d ispute  a t the  curia . The
o rig in a l d ispute appears to  have been betw een the  two a lte rn a te
patrons, In v e ru g ie  and B eran d aile , and th is  was taken  to Rome, w here i t  
was decided th a t in fu tu re  In v e ru g ie  was to be the  sole pa tron . Both
21 J an .(RSS.iii.no .2118). A lthoug h  the ru les  o f residence in  collegiate  
churches were v e ry  s tr ic t ,  th e y  seem to have been in e ffe c tiv e  
(Easson,"The colleg iate  churches of Scotland", 200).
147 12 Ju ly  (R ££,iv ,no .346).
■^4^ RSS.iv.no.393: 16 Aug l RSS.iv.no .398).
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A lthough erected as a p re b en d  b y  the bishop of S t.A ndrew s in
1435/6 , th is  was w ith  th e  consent of the lo rd  of In v e ru g ie , the lay
patron .
p a tro n s , how ever, died about th e  same time and th e  h e irs  both  re q u ire d
tu to rs . When John D ingw all, th e  p re b en d ary , died, in  J a n u a ry  1532, both
tu to rs  p re se n te d  cand idates  despite th e  e a r lie r  decision. John L e ith  was
p resen ted  b y  th e  E a rl M arischal, who was tu to r  to  In v e ru g ie ; George
D u ry  was in s titu te d  b y  his uncle, David Beaton. The in vo lvem en t o f the
crow n was solely because o f the  death of the  p a tro n  who had, as a
ro y a l vassal, "a lien ated  his p a rt"  by his death. James V*s actions in
re g a rd  to th is  d isp u te  w ere, how ever, fa r  from consistent. In  M arch
1534, he w ro te  to  th e  C ard inal of Ravenna, s ta tin g  th a t, a lth o u g h  D u ry
had been in s titu te d  b y  ro ya l r ig h t  of patronage and was s u rro g a te  to
a ll r ig h t  held  b y  John Dingw all a t his death , L e ith  was s tro n g ly
contesting  th e  ro y a l r ig h t ,  and James asked the  C ard in a l to  defend  the  
151ro ya l p riv ile g e . When James w rote  again to  the C ard in a l in  Novem ber,
he sta ted  th a t  he had p resen ted  D u ry  u n d er the ius  p a tro n a tu s  a r is in g
from the  death  o f th e  patron . He c le a rly  wished the  m atte r se ttled  in
Scotland w here  his contro l o ver th e  courts  would no do u b t be g re a te r
than  a t Rome: he a rg u ed  th a t a complicated d ispute  such as th is  could
only be settled  in  p a rtib u s  and the  C ard inal should move to  have the
su it rem itted  fo r  p ro o f o f th is  devolution  of the  p a tro n ag e  to  
152Scotland. E xactly  th re e  years la te r , George D u ry  h im self asked the
pope fo r  p ro v is io n  to  th e  p reb en d , s ta tin g  th a t th e  d isp u te  between
153him self and L e ith  was, as y e t, undecided. Despite th e  p re s s u re  from  
the  crow n, John L e ith  was e x tra o rd in a r ily  tenacious in  p u rs u in g  his  
claim. On 18 J a n u a ry , James w rote two le tte rs  ask ing  fo r  a speedy end  
to the  d ispute  claim ing th a t he did not fe a r  an u n ju s t sentence, m erely
151 15 M arch (James V L e tte rs . 259-60).
152 20 Nov. 1534 (James V L e tte rs . 280).
20 Nov. 1537 (R eg .S upp.2270,f.298v); th e  req u es t fo r  p ro v is io n  p e r  
obitum  was rep ea ted  on 4 December (R e g .S u p p .24 7 9 ,f.l5 2v -1 5 3 ).
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in ju r y  and loss th ro u g h  delay. The second le t te r  provides th e  f i r s t
in d ic a tio n  of James’s change of heart. He sta ted  th a t the only decision
th e  a u d ito rs  of the Apostolic Palace (to  whom th is  le t te r  was ad d ressed )
had to make was w h e th e r th e  E arl M arischal had the r ig h t , as th e
re p re s e n ta tiv e  of In v e ru g ie , to p resen t L e ith . The d ispute about ro y a l
p re se n ta tio n , which D u ry  claimed to have, had a lread y  been settled :
James meant his le tte rs  o f commendation to be in te rp re te d  as m eaning
his s u p p o rt only i f  D u ry ’s cause was ju s t, b u t not otherw ise. In  the
lig h t  o f his e a rlie r  le tte rs , the  k in g  was being less than  honest, and i t
is d if f ic u lt  to escape the  conclusion th a t he had abandoned his s u p p o rt
fo r  D u ry ’s cause. Two years  la te r , L e ith , who had presum ably o b ta ined
possession, resigned  th e  p re b en d  in  the  hands of the  pope, and D avid
155Bonar asked fo r, and was g iven , p rov is ion  to  th e  benefice. L e ith ,
how ever, obtained both th e  r ig h t  of reg ress  to the  church  i f  i t  should
fa ll vacan t and a n o t-in s u b s ta n tia l annual pension of 125 merks Scots on 
156th e  fru its . The fin a l outcome of th e  d ispute  is u n certa in , b u t it
rem ains in te res tin g  as an example both of an unusual in te rv e n tio n  by
th e  crow n aris in g  from  special circum stances, and illu s tra tin g  the
possib ilities  fo r d isputes when the patronage could be claimed to be 
u n clear. I t  is also one of th e  re la tiv e ly  few  occasions when a benefice  
w ith in  a collegiate church  a ttra c te d  the  a tte n tio n  of one of th e  Scots 
p ro cu ra to rs  a t Rome. The existence of a d ispute  a t Rome p resum ab ly  
p ro v id ed  a tem pting o p p o rtu n ity  w hich Bonar found a ttra c tiv e  an d , i t  
appears , lu c ra tiv e .
154 James V L e tte rs . 363-4.
16 Ju ly  (R e g .S u p p .2 6 2 4 ,f.ll0 -1 1 0 v ); P rovis ion  to Bonar 
(R e g .V a t.l5 6 3 ,f.4 4 -45 v ).
156 Reg. Supp. 2424,f. 101.
In  norm al circum stances, how ever, lay  p atro n s  w ere o fte n  no
d o u b t ab le  to  exercise th e ir  r ig h ts  unchallenged . D uring  th is  perio d
u n d e r  re v ie w , th e  Maxwells of T inw ald, who re ta in e d  the p a tro n ag e  of
th e  c h u rc h  of T inw ald  a fte r  i t  was erected  in to  a prebend o f L in c lu d en  
1 R7a n te  1498, used th is  benefice to p ro v id e  fo r  members of th e ir  fam ily .
William Maxwell was a lre a d y  in  possession o f th e  p reb en d  w hen he
so u g h t d ispensation  to  hold the  church  fo r  life  n o tw ith s tan d in g  h is  age
(he was u n d e r te n  a t th e  tim e) and from  the  s tip u la tio n  th a t i t  should
158be held  b y  someone in  p r ie s t ’s orders. His possession seems to  have
p re -d a te d  th e  g ra n t o f th e  patronage of th e  c h u rch  to the  Maxwells in  
1591541 b u t, as th e y  w ere the  o rig in a l p a tro n s  o f the  ch u rch , i t  seems
lik e ly  th a t th is  was a confirm ation of an ex is tin g  s ituation  ra th e r  th a n  a
com plete ly  new g ra n t. I t  is  not c lear how long he held it; b y  1559, i t
1 fiOwas held  by  A ndrew  Glover.
Such p a tro n s  w ere  not always so fo rtu n a te , how ever. The
F o rre s te r  fam ily  who w ere  responsible fo r  th e  fo u n d in g  of th e  c h u rc h  of 
1 filC o rs to rp h in e , ra n  in to  d ifficu lties  in  m aking appointm ents to  th e
preb en d s  of Halton and Dalmahoy, m aintained from  th e  g arb a l te in d s  of
these touns, d u rin g  th e  1540s. Abraham C rich to n , o ffic ia l o f L o th ian , was
p resen ted  to one o f these prebends by  David Beaton, acting  u n d e r  his
leg atin e  a u th o r ity , w hen i t  became vacan t on th e  death o f Thomas
W ilkeson in  A p ril 1546. He asked fo r  a new pro v is io n  on 24 A u g u st,
1 fi9s ta tin g  th a t  some did  no t accept the  v a lid ity  of th is  p ro v is io n . In
1 R7
Cowan and Easson, M edieval Religious Houses. S cotland. 223.
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159 10 June (R ££ ,ii,no .4052).
160 Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 236.
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th is  case, how ever, no more is heard  o f an y  opposition to  C ric h to n ’s
possession. The same was not to  happen w ith  th e  o ther p reb en d , w hich
became vacant on th e  res ig n atio n , exchange o r death o f A lexander
Galloway the fo llow ing  y ear. George Cok was g iven ro y a l p resen ta tio n
1sede vacante  to  th e  p re b en d  on 23 December 1547. Less th an  a  y e a r
la te r , how ever, one o f th e  two p reb en d s  form ed from the  reven u es  was
said to be vacan t b y  th e  death  o f R obert M arjo rib an ks , and Thomas
164M arjo rib an ks  was also g iven  crow n presentation . M eanwhile,
A lexander F o rre s te r , th e  p a tro n  of th e  prebend , had p re v io u s ly
presen ted  David C rich to n  to James S te w a rt, commendator o f th e  p r io ry
o f St.Andrew s, and John Winram, s u b p rio r  and v ic a r -s p ir itu a l in  the
diocese d u rin g  the  vacan cy  fo llow ing D avid  Beaton’s death, fo r  o rd in a ry
provision  to the benefice  when A lexander Galloway had d ied, b u t th is
had been re fused . T h e y  w ere re p o rte d  as having  instead in s ta lled  James
Wilkie in  the p reb en d . C rich ton  and his p a tro n  appealed to the  apostolic
see in December 1548 and now asked fo r  commission of n u llity  and pow er 
165to  cite Wilkie. The outcome of th is  d ispute  is u n certa in , b u t i t  
ind icates th a t th e  h e irs  o f the  fo u n d er could ' not always re ly  on th e ir  
nominee being p ro v id ed  to  the  p reb en d  concerned.
Another case w h ere , a t least accord ing  to the  evidence o f th e  
unsuccessful l it ig a n t , th e  p a tro n ’s w ishes w ere o vertu rn ed  is illu s tra te d  
b y  the  d ispute o v e r th e  p reb en d  o f Hawick in  the  collegiate c h u rc h  of 
Bothwell. This also shows th a t papal pow ers o f d ep riva tio n  w ere  not 
su ffic ien t to secure a p a r tic u la r  appointm ent. D uring  the  p o n tific a te  o f 
Clement V II ,  P e te r Sandelands, th e  p re b e n d a ry , and James H e p b u rn ,
163 RSS.iii.no.2573.
164 16 Nov. (R ££ ,iii,n o .3028).
165 8 Dec. (R eg .Supp.2648,f . l4 4 v ) .
canon of K ilte a rn  in  th e  diocese of Ross, had exchanged these benefices
on condition th a t  P eter also obta ined a pension of £20 Scots fo r  life  on
th e  fru its  o f Hawick; i f  the  pension was not paid w ith in  th e  stated  time,
th e  p reb en d  w ould again become vacant. John in  fa c t re fu s ed  to  pay,
and  was p a p a lly  d ep rived  b y  Clement. P eter th e n  asked  Paul I I I  in
F e b ru a ry  1540 to  recognize C lem ent’s decree of d e p riv a tio n  and to  g ive  
1 fifihim prov is ion . John H epburn , how ever, was c le a r ly  p re p a re d  to  f ig h t
to  re ta in  th e  benefice. On 7 J u ly , P eter again asked fo r  p rov is ion ,
claim ing th a t John had appealed fo r  a decree o f n u ll ity  fo r  the
d ep riva tio n  an d  th a t  he was try in g  to drag  th e  case back to  th e  cu ria ,
despite  P e te r ’s successful le tte rs  ask ing  judges  in  p a r t ib u s  to declare
P eter p ro v id ed . He th e re fo re  asked fo r  a commission to  uphold the
judgem ents o f th e  judges  and to execute th e ir  c ita tio n . In  F e b ru a ry  of
the  follow ing y e a r, he was seeking provision  again , s ta tin g  th a t he had
1 fi7the  consent o f th e  p atro n , P a tric k , e a rl of Bothwell. John H epburn ,
1 fifthow ever, s till appears  as parson o f Hawick and, a lth o u g h  Sandelands
1 RQobliged fo r  th e  annates of the  p reb en d  d u rin g  th a t m onth, i t  appears  
th a t he was in  fa c t unable to o b ta in  the  benefice u n til  fo u r  years  la te r. 
In  M arch 1546, he asked again fo r  papal p rov is ion , re co u n tin g  the  tale  
of appeal and  co u n ter-ap p ea l, end ing  w ith  th e  s ta tem ent th a t John
170
H epburn  had died in  a re s e rv e d  month. T h is  was p ro b ab ly
successful, since th e  prebend was held in  the  1550s and  1560s b y  John 
171Sandelands. I t  seems th a t, despite  considerab le  e ffo rts  on
25 Feb. (R e g .S u p p .23 6 7 ,f.l2 -1 2v ); th e  re q u es t was re p ea te d  on 23 
June (R e g .S u p p .23 8 0 ,f.l4 2v -1 4 3v ).
167 18 Feb. 1541 (R eg .S u p p .2410,f.24v-25v).
29 A p ril (R eg .S upp .2453,f.82 -82v).
169 22 A p ril (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 3 8 ).
1 70
A' w 26 M arch (R eg .S upp .2576,f.55 -55v).
171 Haws, S co ttish  Parish C lergy . 105.
S andelands’s p a r t , the  possible s u p p o rt o f th e  p a tro n  and a papal 
decree o f d ep riva tio n  against H ep b u rn , he was able to  re ta in  possession  
t i l l  his death.
The Scottish  p ro cu ra to rs  a t Rome, as has been noted a lre a d y , on ly
ra re ly  became in vo lved  in  d isputes o v er these p rebend s. How ever, James
Salmond did make an a ttem pt to secure th e  c h u rch  of K irk b rid e , a
p reb en d  o f L includen. A rch ibald  D u n b ar, archdeacon of M oray, who had
been p ro v id ed  b y  o rd in a ry  a u th o r ity  on its  voidance b y  H en ry  S in c la ir,
asked fo r  a new papal p rov is ion  on 8 J a n u a ry  1541 because o f doubt
about th e  v a lid ity  of the prov is ion , w hen he said th a t th e  p resen ta tio n
172lay w ith  th e  p ro vo st and ch ap ter. The fo llow ing day, John S in c la ir
173
also sought provision  to the  p reb en d . James Salmond then
in te rv e n e d  in  F e b ru a ry , asking fo r  a new prov is ion  and claim ing th a t,
a lthough  he did not have possession, he had obtained i t  on the s tre n g th
of a papal expectative  grace. ^ 74 Th is  c le a r ly  was to no a va il fo r  o ver a
year la te r , in  A ugust 1542, James sought p ro ro g atio n  of his p rov is ion
175fo r  a fu r th e r  yea r in  o rd e r to b r in g  A rch ib a ld  D unbar to  ju s tice . 
A lthough no d ire c t evidence has been fo u n d  to determ ine th e  outcome of 
th is  d isp u te , w hat indications th e re  a re  suggest th a t, as the  man in  
possession, D unbar p ro b ab ly  re ta in e d  his hold on th e  prebend .
172 (R eg .S u p p .2408 ,f.l29 -129v).
^72 9 Jan. (R eg .S u p p .2408 ,f.l30v -131).
174 24 Feb. (Reg.Supp.2424,f,1 6 5 -1 6 5 v ).
^7  ^ 8 Aug. (R eg.Supp.2461,f.2 56 -2 5 6v ).
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I t  is no t s u rp ris in g  to learn  th a t th e  p ractice  o f tra n s fe rr in g
benefices  w ith in  members of a p a rtic u la r  fam ily  was adopted w ith
p re b en d s  in  these churches as elsew here. In d e ed , the  circum stances of
th e  fo u n d in g  of th e  collegiate churches and th e  dominance o f laym en
among th e  fo u n d ers  w ould perhaps make th is  even  more probab le . The
p re b e n d  o f K innettles  in  S t.S a lv a to r’s College a t  S t.A ndrew s, was passed
in  1542 from  A lexander to James Scot in  th is  way. A lexander res ig n ed
th e  p reb en d  in  James’s fa v o u r on 13 A u g u st and to g e th e r th e y
su ccessfu lly  asked th e  pope to p rov ide  James, w ith  re se rv a tio n  o f h a lf
th e  f r u its ,  r ig h ts  and emoluments of the  p re b en d  fo r  A lexander fo r  his  
1 7filife tim e. James was not y e t a p rie s t and p ro b a b ly  q u ite  young, since
he asked to be dispensed from  the  o b lig atio n  to obta in  p r ie s t ’s o rd ers
fo r  seven years  beyond the  due time on 20 A ugust, a lth o u g h  he was
re q u ire d  as a condition  of a successful p e titio n  to  obta in  prom otion to
177th e  subdiaconate w ith in  two years. Th is  was successful and James
178re ta in e d  th e  p reb en d  u n til  his death s h o rtly  a f te r  the  Reform ation.
The p reb en d  o f Gogar, which was annexed to  T r in ity  C hurch  in
E d in b u rg h , was re ta in e d  w ith in  the  M anderston  fam ily  in  the  same way.
W illia M anderston, who had held the  c h u rch  since a t leas t 1535, res ig n ed
i t  e ig h t years  la te r  in  fa v o u r o f his nephew , John M anderston. In  May
1543, th e y  asked th e  pope to  p ro v id e  John to  th e  benefice, re s e rv in g  a ll
th e  f ru its , etc. to William fo r  life , the annates  o f th e  f i r s t  y e a r a f te r  his
death  fo r  his executors, and the  r ig h t  o f re g re s s  in  th e  e v e n t o f the
179p reb en d  becoming vacan t. The tra n s fe r  d id  no t proceed as. smoothly
^78 R eg .S u p p .2463 ,f.l09v -110 ; Provision (R eg .Lat. 1734,f .8 1 v -8 3 v ) ..
477 R eg .S u p p .2463 ,f.l09 -109v .
178 Haws, Scottish P arish  C le rg y . 142.
^78 12 May 1543 (R eg.Supp.2495,f.40v); P rovis ion  to  John
(R e g .L a t.l74 3 ,f.7 3 -7 3v ); R eservation to  William (R eg.Lat. 1743,f .7 4 v -  
75v).
as was usual in  these c ircum stances. There was a de lay  in  exp ed iting
th e  le tte rs  and , e a r ly  th e  fo llow ing  year, John asked th e  pope to
180confirm  an a lte ra tio n  in  the  f ru its . John M anderston appears  as
p re b e n d a ry  in  M arch 1559 and w itnessing  T r in ity  c h a rte rs  d u rin g  th a t  
181decade, w h ich  can p ro b a b ly  be taken  to in d ica te  successful 
possession.
The re la tio n s h ip  betw een th e  two Hays who successively  held th e
church  of Id v ie s , a p reb en d  o f S t.M a ry  on the Rock, is not know n, b u t
i t  seems p ro b ab le  th a t  th e y  w ere  re la te d  in  some way. On 24 Septem ber
1547, William Hay was g iven  ro y a l presentation  to th e  ch u rch  when i t
182became vac a n t b y  th e  death  o f Edmund Hay. Th is  instance d iffe rs
from  those d escrib ed  above in  th a t  no resignation  had been made p r io r  
to  Edmund H ay ’s death , b u t i t  does seem lik e ly  th a t fam ily  in te re s t in  
the  p rebend  may have led to  William’s succession, and he held th e  
church t i l l  a t  least 1571.^ 83
The A rn o t fam ily  k e p t th e  p reb en d  of A yr Secundo in  the  Chapel 
Royal w ith in  th e  fam ily  in  a s im ilar w ay in  1546. In  Novem ber o f th a t  
year, S ir H e n ry  A rn o t was g iven  ro y a l p resenta tion  w hen i t  became 
vacant by th e  res ig n a tio n  o f A ndrew  Arnot, a lre a d y  archdeacon of 
G a l l o w a y , a n d  re ta in e d  possession u n til  1571. ^ 8^
19 May 1543 (R eg .S upp.2485,f,149); 6 March 1544 
(R eg .S u p p .2505 ,f.l08v ). The tw o men obliged fo r  th e  re sp e c tive
annates on 1 M arch, John fo r  provsion (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 6 3 -4 ) ,  and  
William fo r  re s e rv a tio n  of f r u its  and regress (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 6 4 -5 ) .
181 M idloth ian C h rs . 124-5,118,119.
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24 Nov. (RSS.iii.no .2013).
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A v a r ia n t on the  method of tra n s fe rr in g  the t it le  to a benefice
from  one member of a fam ily  to ano ther is illu s tra te d  by the Mure
fa m ily ’s hand ling  of the  su b d ean ery  of T r in ity  ch u rch  in  1544. Adam
M ure, who had possession of th e  benefice in  A ugust, sought a new
p ro v is io n  in  October of th a t  y e a r, s ta tin g  th a t his possession was not
1 ftficom pletely accepted. The fo llow ing month, how ever, he res igned  the
prebend  in  fa v o u r of John Dunlop on condition th a t he obtained the
re s e rv a tio n  of h a lf the f ru its ,  etc. fo r  his nephew, once he had taken  
187c le rk ’s o rd ers . I t  seems lik e ly  th a t Adam M ure was ta k in g  an
o p p o rtu n ity  to a t least secure some b en efit fo r  his fam ily  when he
resigned  the  prebend .
T h ere  is a t least one ins tan ce  when a p reb en d  passed on in  the
custom ary way was only re ta in e d  fo r  a v e ry  b r ie f  time by the new
holder. When H enry  A rn o t res ig n ed  the p rebend  of Castellaw Quarto in
1546, A ndrew  A rnot, archdeacon of Galloway, was g iven  royal 
188presen ta tio n  to it. A few  months e a rlie r, how ever, A rn o t was said to
189have resigned  a lread y, and Duncan T e lfe r was presen ted . This may
have been an attem pt to dislodge A rno t sim ilar to  o thers  a lread y
discussed, b u t i t  was c le a rly  unsuccessfu l. The A rn o t fam ily  w ere not,
how ever, to re ta in  the p reb en d  long. In  A ugust 1547, A ndrew  A rn o t was
said to have dem itted o ffice , and James Paterson was g iven crown
190presentation . I t  is possible th a t A rn o t y ie lded his possession qu ite
■^88 16 Aug. (R eg .S u p p .25 1 9 ,f.lv ); 24 Oct. (R eg .S upp .2523,f.47 -47v). He
was p ro b ab ly  Beaton’s s e c re ta ry  a t the  time (Sanderson, C ard inal 
of Scotland. 195).
■^8  ^ 17 N ov.(R eg .S u pp .2528,f.286-286v); Resignation re g is te re d  19
Novem ber (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /1 7 7 ).
188 24 Nov. (RSS.iii.no.2012).
189 23 Aug. (RSS,iii.no . 1861).
190 9 Aug. (RSS.iii.no .2373). P aterson may have been the  sacristan  and  
parson of K irk in n e r and  K irkcow an (H ist.Chanel Roval. . lv i i i - l ix ) .
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w illin g ly ; c e rta in ly , h is  te n u re  was c le a rly  s h o rt-liv e d . The same may
have been tru e  o f P aterson . On 6 October 1548, the p reb en d  was said to
be void  by  the  d eath  o f Thomas J a rv y , when H en ry  Y air was g iv e n  ro y a l 
191p resen ta tio n . The sequence of p resentations in  close succession bears
a ll the  signs o f a num ber o f litig an ts  seeking the  p reb en d  a ro u n d  th e
same time; th e  f in a l outcome, how ever, is u n certa in .
I t  is no t s u rp r is in g  to fin d  th a t th e  procedures  fo llow ed b y
fam ilies w ere ad opted  b y  o thers to ensure  succession in , fo r  example,
th e  prebend o f P in k e rto n  in the church  o f Dunbar. In  Decem ber 1540,
A lexander Flem ing re s ig n e d  the  benefice and John Le irm onth , re c to r  of
Torrance , was g iv e n  ro y a l p resenta tion , a p p a re n tly  ac tin g  on papal 
192directions. N egotiations of some k in d  w ere in  p rogress a t  th e  c u ria
fo r , on 22 F e b ru a ry  o f th e  follow ing y e a r, F lem ing’s res ig n a tio n  to  th e
pope was reco rd ed , and Leirm onth and he asked the  pope to  p ro v id e
John, s ta ting  th a t th e  patronage lay  w ith  th e  k ing  of Scots, re s e rv in g
fo r  A lexander an a n n u a l pension of a ll th e  fru its  fo r  life  a long w ith  th e
193r ig h t  of re g res s , and  these petitions rece ived  papal ap p ro va l. I t  is
not c lear w hy th e  o rig in a l p resentation  was made a t papal d ire c tio n ,
since patronage had in  an y  case la in  w ith  th e  crown since th e  fo r fe itu re
194of the  earl o f M arch  in  1435. I t  seems probable th a t  Le irm on th
succeeded Flem ing in  th e  fru its  as w ell as th e  t it le  in  due course.
U n like  th e  case above, an a ttem pt b y  Adam H u n ter and  A lexander  
Sandelands to secure  th e  succession to th e  p rebend  of K irk n ew to n  in  
the  church of S t.G iles in  th e  same w ay fa iled , p rim a rily  because a  local
RSS. iii,no .2984.
192 17 Dec. (ESS, ii,no.3755).
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appoin tm ent was made w ith o u t re fe re n c e  to Rome w hich in  e ffec t had th e
pow er to w ith s tan d  an y  challenge w hich H u n ter and Sandelands could
make based on papal a u th o rity . Adam H u n ter, who had held the p reb en d
195since a t least 1536, resigned  th e  benefice in  th e  hands of the  pope in
A u g u st 1547, and successfu lly  petitioned^ to g e th e r w ith  A lexander
Sandelands, th a t papal p ro v is io n  should be g iven  to A lexander,
n o tw ith s tan d in g  defect of b ir th  and  age, as th e  f if te e n -y e a r  old son of a
p rie s t. Adam, how ever was to re ta in  a ll the  f ru its , etc and the r ig h t  of
196reg ress  in  the  even t o f a vacancy . Despite th is  papal g ra n t, th e
tra n s fe r  d id  not proceed sm oothly. On 16 M arch 1548, A lexander asked
fo r  prorogation  of the p ro v is io n  fo r  six fu r th e r  months to p u b lish
197Adam s res ignation , b u t was g iv en  only fo u r. His concern was
p ro b ab ly  caused b y  the  ro y a l p resen ta tio n  on 6 F e b ru a ry  of James
198Brown to th e  prebend  fo llow ing Adam H u n ter s death. Despite a
fu r th e r  a ttem pt by Sandelands to  secure the benefice by  papal p rov is ion
199in  A ugust o f th a t yea r. Brow n managed to  re ta in  th e  p rebend  t i l l
1573, ta k in g  precedence o v er th e  a ttem pts  to use a res ig n atio  in  favorem
. • 200 to  secure th e  succession.
One fam ily also used th e  m ore complicated process of retrocession  
on two occasions w ith  re g a rd  to  prebends o f th e  Chapel Royal, w h ich  
appear to be lin ked . In  A u gust 1546, James Paterson was g iven  ro y a l
■^9^ 5 June (R eg.Supp.2213,f.56).
^98 28 A u g .(R eg .S u p p .26 1 9 ,f.l9 -1 9v ); Provision o f A lexander
(R eg .L a t.l786 ,f.365-366 ); R eservation  to  Adam (Reg.Lat. 1786,f .3 6 6 v -  
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197 Reg.Supp.2641,f.216v.
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199 25 Aug. 1548 (R eg.Supp.2639,f .5 7 ).
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p re s e n ta tio n  to  th e  sacris tansh ip  of the Chapel Royal a t papal d irec tio n ,
w hen  i t  became vo id  b y  resignation  o f A lexander P aterson , who
n e ve rth e les s  k e p t th e  f r u its  of the prebend w ith  th e  r ig h t  o f re g res s  i f
201i t  should become vacan t. This res ig n atio n  was taken  to  Rome in
autum n o f th a t  y e a r, a lth o u g h  th e re  is no m ention o f th e  re s e rv a tio n  of
f r u its  o r th e  reg ress  in  th e  p e tition  seeking papal p ro v is io n  fo r  James,
202d escribed  as A lexan d er’s nephew by his n a tu ra l b ro th e r. On 31
M arch 1547, how ever, th e  sacristanship  was ceded back to A lexander by
James th ro u g h  th e  pope, g iv in g  James the r ig h t  o f access in  th e  e ve n t
o f vo id an ce .2^2 In  th e  absence of c o n tra ry  evidence, a s a tis fa c to ry
outcome may be re g a rd e d  as like ly .
The re tro cess io n  o f th e  prebend of C r ie ff  Primo seems, b y  th e
dates in v o lv e d , to  have been linked  to th a t o f th e  sacris tan sh ip  noted
above. John Paterson was g iven  crown p resen ta tio n  to th e  p reb en d  a t
papal d irec tio n  in  1546, a ll the  fru its  being re s e rv e d  to his p redecessor,
his uncle, John Paterson > along w ith  the r ig h t  o f r e g r e s s . A s  w ith
th e  p rev io u s  case, th e  tran sactio n  was confirm ed b y  a p e titio n  o f 9
205O ctober, seeking  p ro v is io n  fo r  John Paterson ju n io r . The fo llow ing  
y e a r on th e  same day  as th e  sacristanship  was re tro ced ed , John ju n io r  
res ig n ed  back to th e  pope in  fa v o u r of his uncle, and th e y  both  asked  
fo r  and rece ived  papal p rov is ion  fo r  John P aterson sen ior w ith
2^  8 Aug. (RSS.iii.no . 1815).
2^2 9 Oct. (R eg .S u p p .2587 ,f.l64v ).
203 R eg .S u p p .2619 ,f.l28v , describ ing  A lexander as James’s fa th e r .;  
P rovis ion  to  A lexander (Reg.Vat. 1649,f . l8 4 -1 8 5 v );  R eservation  o f 
access to James (R e g .L a t.l7 8 7 ,f .l7 2 v -1 7 3 v ). T h e y  ob liged fo r  th e ir  
resp ec tive  annates on 6 A ugust (PRO 3 1 /9 -3 3 /2 4 4 ).
2*^  8 Aug. 1546 (RSS.iii.no . 1816).
2 0 5  R eg .Supp .2586,f. 142-142v.
90fireservatio n  o f th e  r ig h t  of access fo r  his nephew. In  th is  case, the
prebend did not rem ain long in  th e  fa m ily ’s hands fo r, in  1551, John
Paterson exchanged the  p rebend  fo r  th e  p r io ry  of S tra th filla n  and Hugh
207C u rrie  was su ccessfu lly  p resen ted  to  th e  church.
The p a tte rn  o f patronage o u tlin e d  above to some degree followed
th a t set e lsew here w ith in  the  ch u rch  in  Scotland. The crown was able to
exercise considerab le  in flu en ce  in  appointm ents to both the  headships of
these churches and th e  prebends in  them , both as a re s u lt o f its  own
powers of p a tro n ag e  and by the fo r fe itu re  in  e a rlie r years  o f some of
the  families who founded  c erta in  co lleg iate  churches. With the  headships,
th is  in fluence was la rg e ly  used to p ro v id e  members of th e  ro ya l
governm ent o r household w ith  sources o f income, as happened w ith
other benefices. The appointees to p rebend s in  these churches by  the
crown are, not s u rp r is in g ly , less w ell know n and may re p re s e n t sim ply
the appointm ent o f local candidates. T h e re  is also some in d ica tio n  th a t
prebendal appointm ents by the  crow n w ere less lik e ly  to in vo lve
reference to Rome th an  those to co lleg iate  headships. G iven th e  small
scale of the ev idence, i t  is not possible to  suggest w h eth er th is  was due
to the tim ing o f vacancies o r to a conscious change of some k in d . What
is perhaps most w o rth y  of comment is th e  num ber of occasions w hen a
sequence of p re sen ta tio n s  of a num ber of in d iv id u a ls  to  th e  same
prebend was made o v e r a sh o rt space o f time. The c lear im pression is
given th a t th e  crow n, like  th e  papacy, was g iven  to  m aking
presentations re la t iv e ly  fre e ly , p resu m ab ly  in  response to  p e titio n s  from
benefice-seekers in  th e  c o u n try . W hich o f these subsequently  succeeded
2^  31 March 1547 (R e g .S u p p .26 1 9 ,f.l2 8v -1 2 9 ); Provision fo r  John senior
(Reg.Vat. 1649,f . l8 0 -1 8 1 v );  R eservation  of access fo r  John ju n io r  
(Reg. Lat. 1786,f. 373-374).
2 0 7  23 December (R ££ ,iv .n o .l448 ); Haws, S co ttish  Parish C lerg y . 51.
in  o b ta in in g  th e  prebends concerned was no do u b t governed by  o th e r, 
perh ap s  more local, factors . The crown may have m irro red  the  c u r ia  in  
th is  re sp e c t, fo r  th is  is a re a d ily -re c o g n ize d  fe a tu re  o f supplications to  
th e  papacy. The p ic tu re  o f appointm ents by  lay  p a tro n s  reveals  a more 
homogeneous p ic tu re  betw een headships and p reb en d s , using both to  
p ro v id e  benefices fo r  members of th e ir  fam ilies. T a k in g  th e  benefices in  
colleg iate  churches  as a whole, n e ith e r the  crow n n o r lay  patrons was 
able to exercise r ig h ts  o f patronage  unchallenged on a ll occasions, and  
indeed th e re  a re  a few instances when th e y  became in te rtw in e d  to g e th e r  
in  d isputes. The general p ic tu re  p resented  b y  these examples a t  least 
in d ica tes , how ever, th a t such challenges w ere alm ost a ll unsuccessfu l.
Despite the  s tre n g th  o f local pow er, w h ich  may have been  
p a rt ic u la r ly  s ig n ific a n t w ith  m any of these benefices , the  ru le s  of 
re se rv a tio n  gave p len ty  o f scope fo r  appointm ents to  come to Rome, and  
th e re  is extens ive  evidence re la tin g  to  the exercise o f patronage as 
described in  th e  p arag rap h  above, and to the  o p era tio n  o f the system of 
re se rv a tio n  d u rin g  th is  period  from  th e  c u ria l re g is te rs . In  resp ec t of 
the la t te r , and in  common w ith  o th e r k inds o f benefices , i t  is c lear th a t  
both fam ilies and in d iv id u a ls  took advantage o f th e  scope g iven  by  
these ru les  to  seek to secure u n tro u b led  tra n s fe rs  o f possession in  both  
the headships and prebends o f collegiate ch u rch es , b y  both  resignations  
in  fa v o u r and , in  the  case o f one fam ily , b y  a  su b seq u en t re trocession. 
E qually  ch ara c te ris tic  is th e  evidence th a t these moves did not alw ays  
end successfu lly , fo r  a v a r ie ty  o f reasons.
This  is a fam iliar p ic tu re . T h ere  is, how ever, one resp ect a t  least 
in  w hich th e  p a tte rn  o f appointm ents to  co lleg iate  churches  does d if fe r  
s ig n ific a n tly  from  the  benefices in  cathedra ls  and th e  p arish  churches. 
This is th e  re la tiv e  lack of in te re s t shown b y  th e  Scottish  p ro c u ra to rs  
in  these benefices. This may have been due to  an expectation on the  
p a rt of th e  p ro cu ra to rs  th a t local claimants w ere  more lik e ly  to be able
to  re s is t challenges from  Rome in  the collegiate churches or to  more 
acc iden ta l facto rs . I t  is one respect, a t an y  ra te , in  w hich co lleg ia te  
churches stand a p a rt from  those discussed e a rlie r. In  a ll b u t one o f th e  
few  cases in  w hich  these  men did contest local appointm ents, th e ir  
claims w ere unsuccessfu l. The one exception was David B onar’s p ro v is io n  
to  th e  p rebend  of S tra th b ro c k  and, even h ere , we cannot be c e rta in  
th a t he did secure th e  p re b en d  in  the  long ru n . G iven the  m assive scale  
of th e ir  ac tiv ities  e lsew here  in  th e  church , i t  is in te res tin g  to  close th is  
examination of appointm ents to  benefices and the  in fluence  o f th e  system  
of papal re se rv a tio n  and  prov is ion  on these appointm ents w ith  th is  
evidence of th e  lack o f im pact on these benefices of a group of men who  
have loomed so la rg e  e a r lie r  in  th e  s to ry .
CHAPTER 8
CONCLUSION
Ecclesiastical p a tronage  and appointm ents in  Scotland operated  
w ith in  tw o d is tin c t fram ew orks in  the 1530s and 1540s, both of w hich  
in v o lv e d  Scottish  p a tro n s , includ ing the  crow n, and th e  papacy. 
A ppointm ents to consis to ria l and o ther e lec tive  benefices w ere la rg e ly  
d eterm ined  by th e  agreem ents made by the crow n and th e  papacy in  th e  
In d u lt  o f 1487 and subsequent developm ents. E lsew here w ith in  th e  
c h u rc h , papal r ig h ts  of rese rva tio n , developed o v e r a long p erio d , and  
th e ir  in te rp la y  w ith  vario u s  r ig h ts  of p a tro n ag e  w ith in  Scotland  
dom inated th e  p a tte rn  o f a c tiv ity . This s tu d y  has examined appointm ents  
to these two categories of benefices as illu s tra te d  p a r t ic u la r ly  from  the  
V atican  reco rd s  to t r y  to d is tingu ish  the  essentia l fe a tu re s  of the  
o p eratio n  of th e  d if fe re n t  systems and the l ig h t  cast on the  exercise of 
patronage. Th is  c h ap te r endeavours to draw  ou t some g en era l s tra n d s  in  
both of these groups of benefices in o rd e r to  illu s tra te  th e  re la tio n s h ip  
between th e  ch u rch  in  Scotland and the  papacy w ith  re g a rd  to  
ecclesiastical appointm ents.
The p a tte rn  estab lished fo r  appointm ents to  th e  m ajor benefices  
in  th e  e a r ly  s ix teen th  c e n tu ry  was of a s te p -b y -s te p  increase in  ro y a l 
pow er w hich  culm inated in  the  in d u lts  g ran ted  to  James V in  1535. This  
led to  th e  recogn ition  of an exp lic it r ig h t  o f crow n nom ination and  an  
extension of the  perio d  w ith in  which the  k in g  could make his  
presen ta tio n  to the  pope to tw elve months, d u r in g  w hich he could take  
the  tem pora lities . I t  is c lear th a t James V in  p a r tic u la r  was determ ined  
to m aintain  his a u th o r ity , as is ind icated , fo r  example, by  th e  p ra c tic a l
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ap p lica tio n  of th e  term s of these agreem ents to include the  deaneries  
a n d , on occasions, depen dent p rio rie s , and by his c lear statem ents made 
ju s t ify in g  such an extension. A t th e  same tim e, the p ic tu re  w ith  re g ard  
to  these sm aller, d epen dent houses, is inconsis ten t and th e  scale o f the  
extension of ro y a l a u th o r ity  in to  th is  a re a  is b lu rred  a t its  lim its: 
th o u g h  some w ere indeed handled as thoug h  su b ject to th e  In d u lt ,  
o th e rs  w ere c e rta in ly  not, and w ere  tre a te d  as n on- consistoria l 
benefices. Set a g a in s t the  r ig h ts  o f th e  crown, the nominal a u th o r ity  
o f the  pope was also recognized  w ith in  Scotland, p ro v id in g  a t least the  
p o ss ib ility  th a t the  exercise of th is  a u th o r ity  could in tro d u ce  an elem ent 
o f u n c e rta in ty  in to  such appointm ents as had happened e a r lie r  in  the  
c e n tu ry .
The crown was in  a s tro n g  position  because of the  re lig io u s  
s itu atio n  both in  co n tin en ta l Europe and England, and James V and the  
e a r l of A rran  both took fu ll ad van tag e  of th is  s ituation. The evidence  
o f these years in d ica tes  th a t both James and A rra n  w ere concerned w ith  
en su rin g  the appo in tm ent of men who w ere  congenial and usefu l to them  
in  various ways. E q u a lly , fin an c ia l m otives loomed v e ry  la rg e  in  the  
p ra c tic a l app lication  of crown nom ination a t th is  time. This is ind ica ted  
b y  James’s appointm ent of his sons to monastic houses, th e  pensions  
g ra n te d  to these sons from  o th e r benefices, and the  moves made to  
ensure  th a t tem pora lities  of some co n sis to ria l benefices w ere d iv e rte d  a t 
vario u s  times to th e  ro ya l tre a s u ry . The evidence th a t pensions g ran ted  
to  those displaced from  re lig ious  houses to make way fo r  h is sons 
pro ved  d iffic u lt to  collect p ro v id es  fu r th e r  support fo r  th is  v iew , as 
does the  appointm ent of ro ya l se rv a n ts  to  b ishoprics, monastic headships  
and deaneries, w hich  eased the  b u rd e n  on royal finances. A r ra n ’s 
options w ere more lim ited, b u t th e  appointm ent o f members of the  
Hamilton fam ily and some of his household to several consisto ria l 
benefices c lea rly  had sim ilar m otives. R a th er than ta k in g  ad van tag e  of
th e  le n g th e n in g  of the perio d  fo r  nomination g iven  in  1535, both k ing  
and g o v e rn o r moved re la tiv e ly  ra p id ly , on th e  w hole, to f i l l  these  
benefices because the fin an c ia l equation favo u red  th is  approach.
The ro y a l power of nom ination, how ever, was not necessarily  
secure. D isputes over these consistoria l and e lec tive  benefices and  
challenges to  ro ya l nominees th e re  c e rta in ly  w ere , and  th e  crown could  
not re s t  even  on its  s tren g th en ed  a u th o rity . W ith a few  exceptions, 
how ever, these  arose as a re s u lt of p a rtic u la r  cond itions re la tin g  to the  
benefices concerned ra th e r  th an  from clashes between crown and  
papacy. D u rin g  the  personal re ig n  of James V, th e  k in g  was able, so 
fa r  as can be seen, to re s is t successfu lly  a ll o f th e  not inconsiderab le  
num ber o f challenges across th e  elective  benefices. T h ere  is, how ever, a  
d is tin c t change in  the balance of power in  Scotland between the re ig n  
of James and the ru le  o f A rra n , re fle c tin g  th e  essentia l d iffe ren ce  
between th e  crown and the governorsh ip : th e  a u th o r ity  of the crown  
was much less when i t  was rep resen ted  by someone o th e r than  the  k ing . 
D u rin g  A r ra n ’s governm ent, his a u th o rity , o ften  exercised in  the  
Hamilton in te re s t, was fre q u e n tly  th rea ten ed  from  w ith in  Scotland: by
M ary  of Guise, who from time to time became a ch allen g in g  or dom inant 
pow er w ith in  the  governm ent, from  pow erfu l ecc les iastica l fam ilies such 
as th e  Beatons and, most noticeab ly , from  lay  m agnates such as the  
Gordon fam ily , whose co -operatio n  was re q u ire d  to  m aintain A rra n ’s 
position and  th e  s ta b ility  o f th e  c o u n try , and who m ight also p ro v id e  a 
challenge to  his ru le . I t  was from  such sources th a t A rra n  faced  
opposition to  some of his nominees fo r  these posts. On severa l occasions, 
he had to  accept defeat, as happened most s ig n if ic a n tly  w ith  the  
a rch b is h o p ric  of Glasgow and (a t least te m p o ra rily ) w ith  the  abbacy of 
A rb ro a th . On o th e r occasions, he c le a rly  had to  adopt the  a lte rn a tiv e  
approach of appo in ting  members of these r iv a l fam ilies to consistoria l 
benefices, as is illu s tra te d  by the  promotion o f William Gordon to the
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bishopric  o f A b erd een , o r to  allow the  fam ily  concerned to  tra n s fe r  a 
benefice w hich i t  held  from  one member o f the fam ily to a n o th e r by  
res ig n atio n .
T h ro u g h o u t th e  two decades, the  a u th o rity  of the pope was also  
fu l ly  accepted: th e  appointm ents to these benefices w ere made b y  papal 
prov is ion . N everth e less , its  power had been w eakened b y  the  
developm ents o f th e  e a r ly  s ix teenth  c en tu ry : its  p ractica l in flu e n c e , as 
d is tin c t from  its  leg a l a u th o r ity , was small. The evidence re la tin g  to 
e lec tive  benefices suggests th re e  g en era l conclusions w ith  re g a rd  to 
papal p ractice  and pow er. F irs t ly , the  papacy made only a few  iso lated  
attem pts to act in d e p e n d e n tly  of ro ya l nom ination in ap p o in tin g  its  own 
nominees, the  most s ig n ific a n t being the  the p rovis ion  o f R obert 
Wauchope to th e  abbacy  of D ry b u rg h . These provisions g ive  the  
appearance of actions tr ig g e re d  by special circum stances o r in d iv id u a ls  
ra th e r  than  re fle c tin g  a genera l policy. They were a ll unsuccessfu l. 
Secondly, a com parison between the re ig n  of James V and th e  ru le  of 
A rra n  illu s tra te s  th a t  th e  papacy could, and did, s till take  a t least 
lim ited action w hen conditions in  Scotland p ro v id ed  su itab le  
o p p o rtu n ities . The in s ta b ility  o f governm ent d u rin g  the  1540s and  the  
re la tiv e  weakness of th e  e a rl o f A rra n  noted above did p ro v id e  scope 
fo r  a more active  p ap a l response. This was, neverthe less , e ssen tia lly  
reac tive  to events  in  Scotland. In  c o n tras t w ith  the f if te e n th  and  the  
s ta rt of the s ix teen th  cen tu ries , the  response did not, b y  th e  1540s a t 
least, take the form  o f provisions of th e  pope’s own nom inees, w hich  
perhaps ind icates  a reco g n itio n  of the changed circum stances. R a th e r, i t  
was lim ited to the  re je c tio n  of one nom ination from  the g o v e rn o r and to 
delaying both p ro v is io n  and th e  release of the  bulls in  some cases, as 
happened w ith  th e  appointm ents to Glasgow and Dunkeld. Th is  was in  
re a lity  the  ex ten t o f p rac tica l papal power. T h ird ly , and a r is in g  from  
th a t s ituation , the  main th ru s t of papal in te re s t became e ssen tia lly
fin a n c ia l. Paul I I I ,  as Clement V I I  had also done before him, c learly  
hoped to be able to secure pensions fo r  his nominees from  some o f these  
m ajor benefices although the scale o f h is e ffo rts  in  th is  cause was v e ry  
small indeed: th a t the balance of pow er was h eav ily  w eighted  towards  
th e  Scottish  crow n is shown by th e  fa c t th a t he o n ly  succeeded in  th is  
o b je c tiv e  in  one case, th a t of the  fa v o u re d  Wauchope. The main financia l 
b e n e fit to  th e  papacy from these benefices, how ever, undoubted ly  
continued  to come from  the prom otion taxes and th e  money w hich flowed  
to Rome in  litig a tio n  fees from the  not in s u b s tan tia l num ber o f disputes  
w hich did occur o ver these consistoria l benefices.
The s tro n g  position of the  crow n and, la t te r ly , o f c e rta in  noble 
fam ilies in  re la tio n  to these appointm ents had fu r th e r  im plications. This  
exam ination o f appointm ents to th e  e lec tive  benefices also provides  
evidence of th e  secularization of th e  c h u rch , p a r t ic u la r ly  amongst the  
monastic houses. The appointm ent of James V ’s sons to the  headships of 
m ajor re lig ious  houses, in vo lv in g  th e  tra n s fe r  of a s ig n ific a n t num ber of 
exis ting  p re la tes  to achieve th is  end w ith  its  s trong  fin an c ia l m otivation, 
is one aspect o f th is  tren d . Perhaps more s ig n if ic a n tly , i t  was du rin g  
these decades too th a t several m ajor fam ilies consolidated th e ir  hold on 
the  headships o f certa in  monastic houses, i l lu s tra tin g  a n o th er aspect of 
the  process of ecclesiastical revenues in c re a s in g ly  fa llin g  in to  lay  hands. 
The crown had a firm  hold on some reven u es  of the  ch u rch , both from  
benefices and more genera lly  from  taxatio n . O ther im p o rtan t fam ilies also 
established th e ir  own financia l in te re s t v ia  th e ir  hold on the  revenues  
of severa l m ajor monastic benefices.
The much g re a te r num ber o f n o n -e le c tiv e  benefices w ere  su b ject 
to a d iffe re n t set o f r ig h ts  re la tin g  both to patrons in  Scotland and the  
papacy. I t  must be borne in mind too th a t th e  ru les  o f reservatio n
ap p lie d  in  norm al circum stances only  to  e ig h t months o f the y e a r. I f  
vacancies  occu rred  d u rin g  th e  rem ain ing  months -  M arch, Ju n e  , 
S eptem ber and December -  pa trons  w ere  fre e  to make th e ir  own 
appoin tm ents , and records of such p resen ta tio n s  would not ap p ear in  
th e  V atican  documents unless d isputes arose. W ithin Scotland, th e  
crow n had a m ajor ro le a t a ll times. S ev e ra l n o n -e lec tive  benefices  
rem ained in  d ire c t ro ya l patronage; o th e rs  came in to  crow n  
p re se n ta tio n  b y  fo r fe itu re  o f p revious  patrons: th is  was the  case 
p a r t ic u la r ly  w ith  some p aroch ia l benefices and  those in  collegiate  
ch u rch es . By fa r  the g re a te s t num ber, how ever, fe ll to  crow n  
p re se n ta tio n  sede vacante  w h ich , i t  seems, app lied  to  a ll churches in  
eccles iastica l patronage w ith  th e  exception, on th e  whole, of v icarages  
o f churches  ap p ro p ria ted  to c a th ed ra l prebends,"^ and th u s  a m a jo rity  
of th e  lesser benefices in  th e  ch u rch . The d e fin itio n  of vacancy in  
p ra c tic e  applied to the time p r io r  to  th e  consecration of th e  new  
bishop and could th e re fo re  co ver a le n g th y  period . The evidence  
s tu d ied  here c learly  suggests th a t th e  crow n took severa l 
o p p o rtu n itie s  to  extend the  scope of its  r ig h ts  to  th e  d e trim en t o f 
o th e r p a tro n s , and indeed th e re  a re  cases w here  i t  is not c lea r on 
w h at basis a ro ya l p resen ta tio n  was made. The scale o f crow n  
p resen ta tio n  in  n o n -e lective  benefices was, in  to ta l, q u ite  substan tia l. 
T h e re  is also evidence of severa l p resen ta tio n s  being made to th e  
same benefice w ith in  a small space o f tim e. Some of these ap p ear, 
from  th e ir  dates, to  be th e  re s u lt  o f con flic ts  w ith in  the  
governm ent. In  o th er cases, p a r t ic u la r ly  among th e  parish  churches  
and collegiate prebends, th e  reco rd s  o f ro y a l p resen ta tion  suggest 
th a t th e  crown, like  the  pope, was being lobb ied  b y  r iv a l p e titio n e rs
 ^ Cowan, "Patronage, p rov is ion  and re s e rv a tio n " , 90. The evidence of 
presen tations d u rin g  th is  perio d  g e n e ra lly  supports  th is  
conclusion.
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in  a p p ro p ria te  c ircum stances, and th a t these m ultip le  presentations  
re p re s e n t the  g ra n tin g  o f a r ig h t  to such supp lican ts  ra th e r  th an  
a n y  guaran tee  of appointm ent. I f  th is  is th e  case, presentations were  
b e in g  used, like  the  g ra n tin g  of p e titio n s , b y  claim ants in  o rd e r to 
conso lidate  the  claim of the  g ran tee , and presum ab ly  as a valuab le  
w eapon in  subsequent d isputes. Where successfu l possession followed, 
i t  was more a success fo r  the  claim ant th a n  fo r  the  a u th o rity  o f the  
crow n.
These records also p rov ide  details  o f th e  exercise o f both lay  
and  ecclesiastical pa tronage w ith in  Scotland. Perhaps because the  
num ber of benefices in  lay  p resen ta tio n  was re la tiv e ly  lim ited , the  
d ire c t evidence fo r nom ination by lay p a tro n s  is q u ite  small, a lthough  
s ev e ra l examples have been id e n tified . I t  is c le a r th a t lay  in fluence  
was also exercised o ver such benefices by local fam ilies in  less d ire c t 
w ays as well. The m a jo rity  of the n o n -e le c tiv e  benefices in  the  
c h u rc h  w ere, how ever, in  the  ecclesiastical patronage of bishops, 
c h a p te rs , p reb en d aries , and re lig ious houses. Even w ith  the extensive  
in te rv e n tio n  of the  crown th ro u g h  its  r ig h ts  d u rin g  episcopal 
vacancies, considerable use of ecclesiastical patronage a t least by  
bishops, abbots, commendators and b y  re lig ious ch ap ters  
(p reb en d aries  being noticeable by th e ir  absence) can be c le a rly  
id e n tifie d  from the  records  s u rveyed , and  i t  appears th a t these  
p atro n s  were usually  able to m aintain th e ir  pow er o f appointm ent a t 
times when papal r ig h ts  o f re s e rv a tio n  ap p lied  to n o n -e lec tive  
benefices in  th e ir  p resen ta tio n . I t  is possib le th a t, faced w ith  
p re ss u re  from ro yal r ig h ts  a t o th er tim es, these patrons w orked h ard  
to ensure  the success of th e ir  nominees th ro u g h  th is  a lte rn a tiv e  
channel.
A lthough i t  is c lear th a t power in  such appointm ents u su ally  
lay w ith  these various patrons , the ru les  u n d e r w hich the system  of
re s e rv a tio n  operated , depending  on, fo r  example, the date o f voidance  
o r the  resignation  of th e  ho lder, made i t  necessary to take  many of 
them  to Rome; indeed th e  evidence fo r  the exercise o f such patronage  
la rg e ly  comes from the v e r y  scale o f the  t ra f f ic  in  benefices. One 
papal move which m ight be expected to m odify th is  p ic tu re  was the  
series  of g ran ts  made to  C ard inal Beaton, and p a rtic u la r ly  the  g ra n t  
o f leg atine  powers in  1544. The num ber of bulls  ava ilab le  fo r  the  
perio d  is p robab ly  too small to draw  s ta tis tic a lly  s ig n ific a n t  
conclusions. A count o f th e  num bers of supplications re la tin g  to  
benefices in  each of th e  years  of th e  1540s, how ever, does suggest 
th a t  th e ir  num ber did indeed drop in 1545, the  one fu ll yea r in  
w hich Beaton held the leg atesh ip , to about tw o -th ird s  of the  num bers  
in , fo r  example, 1543 and 1547. There  is thus  some n egative  evidence  
th a t  the  g ra n t did slow down the scale of t ra f f ic  in  benefices to  
Rome. As has been shown e a r lie r , how ever, i t  c e rta in ly  did not stop  
considerab le  num bers of benefice transactions con tinu ing  to be 
handled th e re  th ro u g h o u t th a t time.
Many of the p resen ta tio n s  in itia te d  b y  these patrons w ere  
sim ply and successfully confirm ed b y  provis ion  a t Rome, lead ing to 
possession fo r the nominee. The system, how ever, was also capable of 
m anipulation in  various ways. The b est-know n example of th is  is the  
w ay in which supplicants  had adapted the papal re se rv a tio n  of 
benefices which w ere v ac a n t b y  res ignation  to  th e ir  own purposes. 
O rig in a lly  conceived to b r in g  benefices in to  papal contro l, res ig n a tio  
in  favorem  was used on a massive scale to seek to ensure  th a t local 
wishes w ere followed; as such, i t  is an in te re s tin g  example of the  
moulding of an ad m in is tra tiv e  system by those to  whom i t  was app lied  
to su it th e ir  ends ra th e r  th an  those of its  c rea to r. I t  was adopted  
in  various d iffe re n t form s, as has been illu s tra te d  e a r lie r , and the  
p a rtic u la r  form chosen presum ably depended on the  specific
circum stances of the in d iv id u a l case. The most in tr ig u in g  v a ria tio n , 
w h ich  has not p rev io u s ly  been id e n tifie d , was th a t of retrocession  
in v o lv in g  one resignation  in  fa v o u r of a p e titio n e r, followed by a 
second res ignation  re v e rs in g  th e  f irs t . These resignations w ere  
p ro b a b ly  used fo r a num ber o f purposes. In  some cases, i t  may have  
been, as Hannay suggested, to  b y -p ass  the  r ig h tfu l patron: Scottish  
p ro c u ra to rs  a t Rome may have used i t  in  th is  way. In  most, how ever, 
i t  was almost c e rta in ly  a p re -e m p tiv e  move by the  holder and an 
in te n d e d  successor to t r y  to secure a peacefu l tra n s fe r  and to  
p re v e n t litig a tio n  a t the c u r ia  when the benefice did become vacant. 
In  th is  form , it  could p ro te c t both the  o rig in a l holder and his 
successor. The reasons fo r  the  extension o f the  process by  
re trocess ion  are  by no means c lear. I t  may have been to p ro v id e  
e x tra  s tre n g th , a lthough its  re la tiv e ly  lim ited use does not su p p o rt 
th a t in te rp re ta tio n ; th e re  is a t  least some evidence th a t i t  may have  
been used occasionally when th e  in tended  successor was re la tiv e ly  
young and the  o rig in a l h o ld er w anted the  s tre n g th  of a c u rre n t  
personal provision. In  th e ir  most developed form , resignations w ere  
used w ith in  families to seek to ensure th a t a p a rtic u la r  benefice  
w ould rem ain in the  hands of the fam ily , a fu r th e r  form  of 
secu lariza tion , w ith  the  benefice  being seen as fam ily  p ro p e rty . The  
evidence suggests th a t these resignations w ere usually  successful, 
b u t also th a t i t  was u n lik e ly  th a t possession w ith in  a fam ily  would  
a c tu a lly  last more than  two o r, a t th e  most, th re e  generations.
A lthough many of th e  p e titions  ap p ear to have produced  
unchallenged possession of th e  benefice concerned, these records also 
supp ly  extensive evidence fo r  litig a tio n  a t Rome o v er benefices a t a ll 
levels o f the  church on a v e r y  substan tia l scale. Iro n ic a lly  indeed , 
th e re  is some indication th a t th e  in itia tio n  of resignations of some of 
these benefices in the  hands of the pope, in tended  to ensure
peacefu l possession o r succession, a c tu a lly  stim ulated litig a tio n  by 
the v e ry  process of resignation . I t  is c lear th a t James V ’s a ttem pt in  
1532 to have such cases heard  f i r s t  in  Scotland was not successful: 
the g re a t m a jo rity  of d isputes heard  a t Rome w ere suits  of f ir s t  
instance. Much o f th is  litig a tio n  arose as a re s u lt o f severa l claimants 
sim ultaneously ta k in g  advantage of the  openings p ro v id ed  by the  
ru les of re se rv a tio n , such as the death of a ho lder in  a reserved  
month. O ther cases re fle c t a clash between local r ig h ts  of patronage, 
such as crow n r ig h ts  sede vacante  and of papal r ig h ts  of 
rese rva tio n , since both could on occasions ap p ly  to the  same vacancy. 
No form  of local patronage was exem pt from challenges leading to 
litig a tio n  of th is  k ind . Many of these cases were between claimants 
from Scotland, inc lud ing  some who presum ably came in  person to 
Rome. A p a r tic u la r ly  s tr ik in g  fe a tu re  o f the period , how ever, is the  
considerable a c tiv ity  of the  Scottish  p ro cu ra to rs  who were 
perm anently  re s id e n t a t Rome and who w ere extrem ely  op p o rtu n is tic  
in id e n tify in g  o p p o rtu n ities  fo r  p u tt in g  fo rw ard  th e ir  own claims to  
benefices w hich became availab le . T h e ir  ac tiv ities  ranged  extensively  
over a ll the  n o n -e lec tive  benefices in  the  church  (w ith  th e  exception  
of the collegiate churches, w here th e ir  involvem ent was neg lig ib le ) 
and over churches in  la y , crown and ecclesiastical p a tronage, and on 
many occasions th e y  proved  most p e rs is te n t litig an ts . T h e ir  success, 
however, was mixed: a lthough th e y  did secure some of th e  benefices  
fo r which th e y  petitioned , on th e  whole th e y  w ere not successful in  
doing so and, in  many cases, th e  best th e y  w ere able to  achieve were  
pensions from  th e  fru its . In d e ed , th e  scale of th is  is such as to 
suggest th a t pensions of th is  k in d  may well have been the  rea lis tic  
lim it of the benefice am bitions of both  p ro cu ra to rs  and o th e r litig an ts  
on some occasions a t least. R esignations in favo u r, noted e a r lie r  as a 
device to ensure  smooth tra n s itio n s  between b en efice - ho lders, were
also fre q u e n tly  made not b y  a ben efice -h o ld er a t a ll, b u t by a 
l i t ig a n t  who, rea lis in g  th a t his chances of success w ere small, settled  
ins tead  fo r  a  pension from  th e  fru its  in  re tu rn  fo r  w ith d raw in g  from  
th e  d ispute; possessors o f benefices u nder challenge w ere often  v e ry  
w illin g  to  b u y  o ff com petition in  th is  way, since i t  was p ro b ab ly  
cheaper to do so th an  th e  cost o f continued litig a tio n . This p ic tu re  of 
mixed fo rtu n e s  fo r  challenges to  patrons is m irro red  more g e n era lly , 
in  cases in v o lv in g  p e titio n e rs  from  Scotland: th e  re su lts  o f litig a tio n  
c le a rly  depended on in d iv id u a l circum stances. I t  is not possible to  
d is tin g u ish , on the  evidence ava ilab le , w h eth er p a rtic u la r  pa trons  
w ere, o r w ere not, lik e ly  to  s u ffe r  d isp ro p o rtio n ate ly  from  challenges  
o r w ere more or less lik e ly  to  be able to re s is t them. On the  whole, 
w here d ire c t challenges have been id e n tified , p a tro n s  of a ll k in ds  
appear to have been able to  re s is t them successfu lly  in  th e  m a jo rity  
of cases. N everthe less , a ll p a tro n s  had to w ork h ard  to m aintain th e ir  
r ig h ts  in  the  face of lit ig a tio n  o f th is  substan tia l scale. One c e rta in  
b en efic ia ry  in  a ll cases, h ow ever, was the papacy, who p ro fite d  from  
the  fees genera ted  b y  th e  lit ig a tio n  a t Rome.
The question w hy th e re  was so much tr a f f ic  to the  c u ria  and  
w hy the  scale o f litig a tio n  was so large  remains. The existence of th e  
ru les  of re se rv a tio n  and th e  consequent need fo r  the  s e c u rity  o f a  
papal r ig h t  p ro v id e  on ly  p a r t  of the s to ry . The b ro a d er context 
suggests some fu r th e r  b ackg ro u n d . The o v er-p ro d u c tio n  of c lerics  a t 
the  time led to anxious search in g  fo r  benefices; lin ke d  w ith  th is  was 
the evidence th a t w hat benefices w ere ava ilab le  w ere d is tr ib u te d  
unequally . Some evidence fo r  th is  is found in  th e  c u ria l reco rd s , and  
i t  was a p o in t of com plaint in  popular l ite ra tu re , as is  ind ica ted  in
390.
D u n b a r ’s poem w ritte n  a t th e  s ta r t  of th e  c e n tu ry :
"S ch ir, a t th is  fe is t of benefice
T h in k  th a t small p a rtis  makis g r i t  serv ice
And equale d is trib u tio u n
Makis thame content th a t hes ressoun
And quha hes nane a r  p les it na w yis
S ch ir, q u h id d ir  is i t  m ereit m air 
To g if him d r in k  th a t th r is t is  sa ir  
Or f i l l  a  fow man qu h ill he b irs t  
And la t his fallow  de a th r is t  
Q uhilk w yne to d ry n k  als w o rth ie  w ar"
The crow n was a m ajor p a tro n  even in  n o n -e le c tiv e  benefices, b u t
was no t lik e ly  to cast his n et wide o v er ava ilab le  claim ants. O ther
p a tro n s  in  Scotland would on ly  p rov ide  some re lie f. The system of 
pap a l re se rv a tio n  p ro v id ed  an a lte rn a tiv e  source o f patronage which, 
in  these circum stances, was lik e ly  to be fre q u e n tly  used by benefice - 
seekers . A ll options had to be s tro n g ly  in v es tig a te d .
T h roughout th is  period , the  r ig h ts  both  o f patrons and of the  
p apacy can be seen in  p rac tica l operatio n  in  th e  adm in is tra tion  of 
appointm ents to benefices. I t  is c lear, how ever, from  th is  s tu d y  th a t 
th e  e ffe c tiv e  voice in  appointm ents, a t a ll leve ls  of the  church ,
la rg e ly  lay  in  Scotland, and th a t th is  pow er was increasing . I t  is an  
iro n y  th en  th a t the crown s till fa iled  in  the  m id -s ix teen th  c e n tu ry , as 
i t  d id  in  the  fifte e n th , to stem the  flow  of p e titio n s  to Rome and the
ouflow  of money from  Scotland w hich accom panied it . The scale of
tr a f f ic  and, even more s ig n ifican t in fin a n c ia l term s, the scale of
litig a tio n  a t Rome rem ained a m ajor fe a tu re  o f the  operation  of
ecclesiastica l patronage.
This  study began w ith  the sources and should also end th e re .
The evidence of these records suggests th a t the  search fo r
ecclesiastical p re fe rm en t tended to push concern  fo r  vocation aside,
 ^ J .K insley (ed .), The poems of William D u n b a r. (O xford , 1979), "To the  
King, quhone mony Benefices v a k it" , 123.
and su b stitu te  a  m ercenary  concern fo r  the  p u rs u it  o f benefices  
instead. We need to  be rem inded th a t such sources a re  th e  p ro d u c t  
of th e ir  o r ig in , and th a t these documents w ere concerned  w ith  
record ing  th e  a d m in is tra tio n  of a system fo r benefice appo intm ents. 
Evidence fo r  less m ercenary  m otivation is much more d if f ic u lt  to  
id e n tify , b u t th a t  does not mean th a t vocational motives w ere  e n tire ly  
absent. N e ith e r th e  c u ria l records nor those in  Scotland th e re fo re  
give the whole p ic tu re . They do, how ever, p rov ide  a solid base fo r  
un d erstan d in g  th e  in te rp la y  o f a ll the  forces in  both Scotland and a t  
Rome re la tin g  to  ecclesiastical patronage, and th is  s tu d y  has 
attem pted to a n a ly ze  and explain in  deta il the  p ra c tic a l o p era tio n  and  
effects of these on benefice appointm ents in  Scotland d u r in g  the  
1530s and 1540s, and  th e ir  im plications fo r  re la tions betw een Scotland  
and the papacy.
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